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ABSTRACT
A Study of Early Childhood Education Teachers’ Beliefs and Practices
About Early Literacy Learning
This study investigated differences in literacy beliefs and related instructional
practices for 427 West Virginia K-2 early childhood teachers to determine how early
literacy instruction is best facilitated for young children and whether their beliefs
clustered into identifiable literacy models. Respondents completed the Teachers‘ Beliefs
about Literacy Questionnaire (TBALQ) which measured the level of belief and degree of
influence on the implementation of 24 statements coded as: top-down (child-centered);
bottom-up (teacher-directed); or interactive (balanced) instructional practices.
Respondents also self-rated their general position on a scale from 1 to 7 regarding
whether children‘s literacy acquisition should be grounded in immersion (whole
language) or teacher directed (skills-based) activities. Additionally, respondents self-rated
the perceived level of external constraints on their autonomy to use particular literacy
models. Data were further distinguished by classroom experience and grade levels of
participants.
Results showed that early education practitioners did not necessarily cluster into
these dichotomies. They chose a ―
middle‖ or interactive position where they were able to
recognize and perceive practices that were appropriate to instructional circumstances and
the needs of the children. Further, these results were not distinguished by classroom
teaching experience or grade levels of the teachers.
Self-report, qualitative data confirmed that a majority of respondents perceive a
balance of moderate immersion and directed activities and that there are various kinds of
external constraints on their autonomy to choose preferred practices. The conclusions are
that early childhood teachers have greater agreement with beliefs that are interactive and
that their instructional practices are influenced accordingly.

DEDICATION

This dissertation is dedicated to my family and friends for all the wonderful things
they have done and continue to do for me. I will be forever thankful for their support as I
journeyed through this process.

iii

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

As with any journey and arduous adventure, there are many people who have
unselfishly provided me wisdom, guidance and strength. First and foremost, I recognize
the astute tutelage and constructive criticism of my doctoral committee members and
thank each one for participating in this process with me. Without the valuable
contributions from Dr. Jerry Jones, Dr. Fred Pauley, Dr. Louis Watts and Dr. Bizunesh
Wubie, this work would not have had its shape and substance. With regards to Dr.
Securro, the chair of my committee, I cannot begin to thank him enough for the time and
effort he has invested in helping me complete this dissertation. Additionally, I want to
thank the faculty and staff at Marshall University for their accessibility and support,
especially Edna Thomas, who was an indispensable resource.
A sincere debt of gratitude is owed to my friends and mentors, Drs. Jerry and
Phoebe Levine. These inspirational instructors have selflessly provided such significant
contributions to my professional career that I am incapable of expressing my heartfelt
thanks. I also want to extend a personal note of thanks to my long-time principal, Steve
Knighton, for permitting me the freedom and flexibility to work toward this goal. His
counsel throughout the years has directly contributed to my growth as a professional
educator.
My friends and family have been a constant source of support and I know that I
could not have accomplished this journey without their patience and understanding.
Specifically, I want to thank my husband, Tim, and my children Maddie, Sydney and
Jackson for letting mommy work on ―that paper‖ with few complaints. I know I have

iv

been in a world of my own for a while now, and they have been great in understanding
my preoccupation.
Along the way, I was fortunate to establish many substantial friendships. One
friend that has accompanied me on this trek is Leslie Papelier, with whom I attended the
bachelors, masters and doctoral programs and who has provided invaluable emotional
support. I would also like to thank my soul sister Jenny Spencer for returning to West
Virginia just in time to push me along as I trudged toward the proverbial light at the end
of the tunnel. I am very fortunate to be surrounded by such caring and inspiring people.
Lastly, I would not be in this position without Ben and Jerry‘s ice cream, Def
Leppard and Orbit gum. All were instrumental in helping me through this most grueling
yet rewarding time.

v

LIST OF TABLES
Table 1 Descriptive Statistics for Top-Down, Child-Centered Descriptors

67

Table 2 Mean Median and Modal Values for Bottom-Up Descriptors

70

Table 3 Item #9 Direct Teaching of Phonics

71

Table 4 Mean Negative and Positive Ranks for Implementation and Beliefs

73

Table 5 Test Statistics

73

Table 6 Continuum Ratings for Top-Down and Bottom-Up Structure

76

Table 7 First Stages of Reading and Writing Structure

78

Table 8 Test Statistics of First Stages of Reading and Writing Structure

78

Table 9 Frequency Distributions for Degree of Constraint P

80

Table 10 Degree of Constraint on Instructional Practices

82

Table 11 Chi Square Test Statistics

82

Table 12 Cross Tabulation for Degree of Constraint by Grade Level

85

Table 13 Descriptive Data by Practitioner

86

Table 14 Mean Scores for Phonemic Items by Respondent Experience Level

87

Table 15 Reliability Statistics (Beliefs)

89

Table 16 Reliability Statistics (All)

90

vi

LIST OF FIGURES
Figure 1 Frequencies for First Stages of Reading and Writing

160

Figure 2 Frequencies Across Very Low and Very High Levels of Constraint

161

vii

TABLE OF CONTENTS
Abstract
Dedication
Acknowledgments
List of Tables
List of Figures

ii
iii
iv
vi
vii

CHAPTER ONE
Introduction
Historical Background
Statement of the Problem
Significance of the Study
Research Questions
Operation Definitions
Limitations
Delimitations
Summary

1
1
2
4
7
9
10
11
11
12

CHAPTER TWO
Review of Literature
Theoretical Perspectives
The Bottom-Up Model of Reading
The Top-Down Model of Reading
The Interactive Model of Reading
Teacher Attitudes and Beliefs
Effects on Early Literacy Acquisition and Achievement
Teacher Preparation and Professional Development
Instructional Methods and Materials
Summary

14
14
18
19
24
27
32
40
44
48
52

CHAPTER THREE
Study Design
Population and Sample
Procedures
Instrument
Data Collection
Initial Reliability Assessments (Australia)
Content Validity
Internal Consistency
West Virginia Reliability Estimates
Data Analysis
Statistical Analysis

54
54
55
56
57
57
58
59
59
60
61
62

CHAPTER FOUR
Data Analysis and Results

64
64

viii

Population and Sample
Demographic Information
Research Questions and Data Analysis
Research Question #1
Research Question #2
Research Question #3
Research Question #4
Research Question #5
Research Question #6
Summary

65
65
66
66
72
76
81
86
88
91

CHAPTER FIVE
Summary Discussion, Conclusions and Recommendations
Summary of Purpose
Summary of Demographics
Summary of Methods and Instrument
Summary of Research Questions, Related Discussion and Conclusions
Summary of Conclusions

94
94
94
96
97
99
113

REFERENCES

114

APPENDICES
Appendix A: IRB Approval Letter
Appendix B: Permission to use TBALQ email
Appendix C: Notification letter
Appendix D: Teachers‘ Beliefs about Literacy Questionnaire (TBALQ)
Appendix E: Expert Panel Questions
Appendix F: Respondents‘ Comments from the TBALQ on Constraints
Appendix G: Respondents‘ Comments from the TBALQ on Stages/Reading
Appendix H: Results of Agreement Ratings for Belief and Implementation
Appendix I: Belief Statements about Literacy Development in Young Children
Appendix J: Figure 1 Frequencies for First Stages of Reading and Writing
Appendix K: Figure 2 Frequencies (Levels of Constraint)

120
120
121
122
123
125
126
138
153
161
162
163

CURRICULUM VITAE

164

ix

CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION
Few would dispute that learning how to read is the most important achievement of
a child‘s early elementary school experience. The pendulum on reading instruction has
swung back and forth since the 16 th century as to the ―best‖ instructional method for
teaching children to read. This is a controversy that exists today between proponents of
the different models of reading instruction (Ravitch, 2001). Reading models have
emerged which describe the various ways readers use language information to construct
meaning from print. How a reader translates print to meaning is how these models were
constructed. Three classes of models have been developed to describe how readers
construct meaning: bottom-up, top-down and interactive (Gunning, 2008; Vacca, Vacca
& Gove, 1991).
The bottom-up model of reading assumes that the process of translating print to
meaning begins with the print. The process is intended to make learning to read easier by
breaking complex tasks into the component skills of decoding graphic symbols into
sounds. The reader must first identify features of letters, link these features together to
recognize letters, combine letters to recognize spelling patterns, link spelling patterns to
recognize words and proceed to sentence, paragraph and text level processing (Gunning,
2008; Vacca, et al. 1991).
The top-down model of reading explains that the process of translating print to
meaning is as natural as learning to speak and begins with the reader‘s prior knowledge.
The process is initiated by making guesses about the meaning of some unit of print.
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Readers decode graphic symbols into sounds to check if their predictions about meaning
are accurate (Gunning, 2008; Vacca, et al. 1991).
The interactive model of reading explains that the process of translating print to
meaning involves making use of both prior knowledge and print but does not fragment
the process. The process is initiated by making predictions about meaning or decoding
graphic symbols. The reader formulates guesses based upon the interaction of the
information being processed. Although such descriptions are used extensively in the
field of communication and information processing, these are also used to explain how
the language systems operate in the field of reading (Gunning, 2008; Vacca, et al. 1991).
Teachers‘ personal beliefs about the reading process and how children acquire
literacy skills tend to have some bearing on their choice of instructional methods and
materials. There is an increasing body of literature on teachers‘ belief systems and their
impact on learning and teaching practices. This literature reveals that teachers‘ beliefs
are often so strongly held that they can: a) bring about resistance to changes in
curriculum and methods; b) lead to resistance on advice and support from resource staff;
and c) influence the degree to which teachers are willing or not willing to make
adjustments in their teaching approach for students with learning difficulties (Westwood,
Knight & Redden, 1997).
Historical Background
Educators have argued for many years over the ―best‖ way to teach reading.
Reading instruction began with the ancient Greeks teaching letters and letter-sound
relationships; children were not to decode real words until they had mastered these
basics. It was in the middle of the 19 th century when Horace Mann, a great education
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reformer, criticized the bottom-up approach to reading instruction, insisting that it made
learning to read boring for the learner. Consequently, he advocated a more holistic or
top-down approach. In the late 19 th and early 20th centuries, the reading pendulum swung
back towards a bottom-up model with skills and drills based instruction. Included in this
model were the McGuffy and Beacon readers, which taught phonics while also using
good literature (Levine, 1994; Ravitch, 2001; Wren, 2001).
The pendulum swung yet again just before World War II with the publication of
the Dick and Jane reading books. These were written with highly predictable and
repetitive language that emphasized sight word vocabulary and touted a ―look-say‖
approach to reading. In the 1950s this method was criticized in Rudolf Flesch‘s book
Why Johnny Can’t Read as unsound practice, thus leading back to an emphasis on
phonics and bottom-up instruction. In the 1980s and 1990s, a rebellion against ―skill and
drill‖ worksheets, which were common in bottom-up programs, led to a demand for an
authentic and holistic focus on reading instruction. This approach won favor with many
professors and teachers of reading because it was believed that learning to read should be
a natural, holistic process like talking and children did not learn to talk in fragmented sets
of skills (Levine, 1994; Ravitch, 2001; Wren, 2001).
The National Academy of Sciences released an analysis of reading research in an
effort to end the debate on reading. Published in June 1998, Preventing Reading
Difficulties in Young Children used empirical work from the field of reading to help settle
differences about the best approach for reading instruction. Intent on not taking sides, the
committee that authored the book promoted the most recent research available about
reading and reading instruction. A major conclusion of the committee was that diverse
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forms of literacy instruction were needed and that no one method can address all
instructional needs (New, 2002; Wren, 2001).
Even though the furor over the reading debate has quieted down, there are those
teachers and professors who continue to advocate either a bottom-up, top-down or
interactionist approach as the foundation for teaching reading (Gunning, 2008).
However, there are those PK-2 teachers and college and university instructors who
remain unclear about the nature of developmentally appropriate literacy practices for
young children (New, 2002). In 2006, the average age of the typical classroom teacher
was 43 years old (National Education Association, 2006). This would place the average
teacher in their undergraduate preparation programs in the 1980s at the height of the
reading debate. Depending on the approach to reading favored in their programs, these
teachers likely developed and set related beliefs and attitudes that would influence their
instructional methods and choice of materials.
Statement of the Problem
The purpose of this study is to determine early childhood teachers‘ beliefs about
early literacy acquisition and if these influence their choice of instructional methodology
and related practices. Do such beliefs become actualized by implementing related
instructional classroom practices? A related purpose is to determine if the instructional
beliefs held by teachers correspond to existing early literacy instructional paradigms and
models. Moreover, are these aspects distinguished by the experience levels of the
teachers, i.e., do novice teachers prefer a different model of literacy and thus develop a
related set of beliefs (and practices) that differ from their experienced peers? Further, a
purpose is to determine if classroom teachers clearly identify themselves (and their
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beliefs) in a dichotomy of top-down or bottom-up philosophy. Inherent in these
perspectives are specific instructional beliefs and related practices that, on one end
emphasize a more traditional, behavioristic kind of instruction such as teacher
transmission of content and rote learning, and on the other end a constructivist approach
which induces conceptual or holistic learning. Yet, an interaction of the two indicates a
third model which emphasizes a combination of these beliefs.
Measurement of these beliefs will provide knowledge about the connection between
theoretical coherence and related influences on instructional practices. There is a limited
body of evidence about teacher beliefs and the associated impact on literacy instruction
for young children. The research suggests that such beliefs can be strongly held to a
point that teachers may resist appropriate change and adaptation when needed. Such
resistance has been remarked upon by Westwood (1995) about teachers‘ willingness to
adapt instruction for special learners in inclusion settings. While these teachers did
indicate a set of associated altruistic beliefs, e.g., about the value of inclusion, they also
expressed that the realities of implementation make it impractical to address for each and
every case given the diverse needs of youngsters in mixed classroom settings.
The relationship of teacher beliefs and resistance to change is not limited only to
those practicing in early literacy settings. Schrum, Giley & Miller (2008) noted that those
classroom teachers who have been identified as successfully implementing instructional
technology into day to day classroom learning activities have an associated set of beliefs
and perceptions that are consonant with change. The authors further remarked that
teachers who appear to resist the implementation of technology and rely more greatly
upon traditional modes of instruction have beliefs and perceptions that are disconsonate
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with technology integration. Likewise, Hermans (2008) investigated the beliefs
(constructivist vs. traditional) of classroom teachers as antecedents to motivational
determinants for instructional use of computers while controlling for previous knowledge
and experience, sex and age. Next to the impact of computer experiences, the results
showed that those teachers with constructivist beliefs had a positive effect on their use of
computers for instruction, while those with traditional views of teaching had a negative
impact on the classroom use of computers.
In regard to literacy instruction, Yoo (2005) studied the literary practices of
Korean early childhood educators and their related beliefs about children's literacy
acquisition. Using survey and personal interview techniques, subjects were identified as
having a whole language or phonics perspective. The author noted that those identified
with a whole language perspective previously had developmental experiences and
training, either in college preparatory or inservice programs. Regardless of such "know
how,‖ Yoo asserts that the important factor for effecting a whole language perspective is
the influence of the teacher's attitudes and beliefs. In the author‘s words:
... if these teachers decide to use all or even part of the whole
language approach without an understanding of the philosophy
which influences their perspectives and beliefs, they are still
traditional teachers because whole language is not [just]
a methodology. (p. 9.)
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Significance of the Study
The preceding information suggests that research is necessary for examining the
extent of teachers' attitudes and beliefs about early literacy acquisition and determining
whether those beliefs are consistent with their related classroom teaching practices and
decision-making. The results will show whether educators‘ beliefs and instructional
practices are dichotomized as child-centered or teacher-directed, or as a combination of
the models. A discrepancy between belief and action has important training implications
in preservice and inservice preparation programs, where the emphasis is usually given to
acquisition of content rather than to related underlying beliefs and attitudes about one‘s
ideology.
The results of the investigation can add to a growing body of knowledge about the
complex relationships between teacher beliefs, attitudes and resultant instructional
behaviors. The results will provide classroom teachers, school administrators and reading
curricular supervisors relevant and current information about teacher preferences for
given models of early literacy instruction and what specific aspects of these models are
being emphasized in day to day classroom instruction. Likewise, local school
administrators can became aware of any constraints perceived by teachers on their
autonomy to choose and use preferred models of instruction. Such information can also
be used by these parties to evaluate their personal expectations about the delivery of
reading instruction.
College and university teacher preparation personnel can benefit from the results
by reviewing their reading instruction curricula and requirements to find ways improve
initial preparation, particularly for effecting an understanding about teacher beliefs and
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content knowledge. If graduation from a teacher education preparation program has little
effect on constructing one‘s beliefs about effective practices, for either of the models, this
is important information for teacher educators.
Data regarding potential differences between novice and experienced teachers can
point to relevant local and regional staff development training. If those with considerable
teaching experience show a nominal relationship between beliefs and instruction, this is
essential information for staff development personnel and early education program
supervisors. Overall, these results can be used by local and regional policymakers to
evaluate and review existing district curricula standards for reading/literacy instruction to
ensure consistency with current classroom practices.
In short, the importance of such research is to determine if practicing teachers
perceive a substantial knowledge base undergirding their preparation within two of the
most commonly cited, but controversial, theoretical models of early literacy instruction.
Is their instruction being guided differentially and coherently by these models or are they
practicing an omnibus of random concepts and techniques? Does the experience level of
the teacher distinguish their beliefs and related practices? Moreover, are there external
constraints in their teaching contexts that may override the implementation of preferred
practices associated with the respective models?
Finally, a comparison of the scale reliability originally obtained on Teachers’
Beliefs About Literacy Questionnaire (TBALQ) with samples of teachers from South
Wales, Australia to that of the current West Virginia sample being investigated would be
useful data for researchers in the United States.
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Research Questions
The following research questions are designed to assess the various aforementioned
issues noted.
1. Are early childhood educators‘ beliefs about early literacy acquisition related to
the theoretical implications of bottom-up, top-down or interactive literacy instruction?
2. What is the relationship between early childhood educators‘ beliefs about early
literacy learning and their implementation in day to day classroom instructional activities
and tasks? Is there a discrepancy between what practitioners indicated as beliefs and
related practices?
3. To what extent do early childhood teachers self-rate their general position about
early literacy instruction as child-centered or teacher-directed? Specifically, to what
extent do early childhood teachers agree that children‘s literacy instruction should be
grounded in immersion or whole language activities or be a matter of teacher-directed
and highly structured literacy activities?
4. To what extent do early childhood teachers perceive a constraint by external
policies and/or supervisory expectations to teach using a particular model of early literacy
instruction?
5. Are there differences between novice and experienced early childhood teachers‘
beliefs about early literacy learning and their implementation in daily instructional
activities and tasks?
6. To what extent does the original Teachers’ Beliefs About Literacy Questionnaire
(TBALQ) reliability of scale estimate compare to the estimate derived from the sample in
the current investigation?
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Operational Definitions
1. Early Childhood Educators – the National Association for the Education of Young
Children (NAEYC) defines early childhood as the period from birth to age eight
and refers to teachers that teach Pre-K, kindergarten, first, and second grades of the
compulsory elementary school years (retrieved from http://www.naeyc.org/ on
March 8, 2009).
2. Bottom-Up Model – refers to a kind of processing in which meaning is derived
from the correct, sequential processing of words. Importance is placed on the text
rather than on the reader‘s background knowledge (Gunning, 2008).
3. Top-Down Model – refers to deriving meaning of text by utilizing one‘s
background knowledge, language ability, and expectations. Importance is placed
on the reader rather than on the text (Gunning, 2008).
4. Interactive Model – is a position that combines a balance of the theoretical models
for processing text and using one‘s background knowledge (Gunning, 2008).
5. ―Teachers‘ beliefs about early literacy learning‖ in this study refers to the 24 belief
statements and the two descriptors for literacy acquisition found on the Teachers
Beliefs About Literacy Questionnaire (TBALQ).
6. Experienced teachers are those with four or more years of full-time teaching
experience and novice teachers are those with between zero and three years of fulltime teaching experience, between grades PK-2.
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Methodology
The research will be conducted employing a quantitative survey questionnaire
design with a purposeful sample of approximately 2,000 West Virginia PK- 2, classroom
teachers currently employed in all 55 county school districts. The study population will
be further distinguished as experienced and novice teachers. The Teachers’ Beliefs about
Literacy Acquisition Questionnaire (TBALQ) will be used to measure teachers‘ beliefs
about literacy learning and further adapted to obtain an assessment of the degree to which
teachers implement these beliefs in classroom practice. The degree will be measured with
a five point, Likert numerical rating scale.
Initial reliability estimates for the existing survey instrument (TBALQ) were
obtained by Westwood (1997) on samples of teachers in South Wales, Australia. The
final reliability established for the instrument was .75. Since this is its first use ever in
the United States, additional reliability estimates for the TBALQ will be obtained on a
pilot group and on the current sample of teachers in the investigation, which will provide
relative knowledge about its consistency of response with these samples. Such
information would have value to other researchers here who might use the instrument in
related research investigations.
Limitations
1. Data from self-reported surveys were collected and therefore was limited to the
willingness of participants to accurately report.
2. The study had a purposeful sample.
3. The subjects for the study were from a specific geographical region and state.
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Delimitations of the Study
1. The Teachers’ Beliefs about Literacy Acquisition Questionnaire (TBALQ) was
selected as the measuring instrument.
2. The study focused on early childhood educators in Pre-K through 2 nd grades.
3. The study focused upon two, particular theoretical models of early literacy acquisition.
Summary
The debate over the single best way to teach reading is a controversy that has
been argued for years. Chapter one is an introduction to the research topic of measuring
early childhood educators‘ beliefs and practices about early literacy learning. It provides
the related background information for the reader about the different models of reading
and how the pendulum has swung back and forth over the years about which model was
the favored for reading instruction. The purpose of this study examines differences in
teachers‘ beliefs about existing theoretical models of early literacy acquisition and
whether these influence decisions about the choice of instructional methodology and the
emphasis given in their daily instruction. Moreover, the results of the research would
indicate whether current theoretical literacy paradigms are consistently integrated into
early learning instruction by early childhood educators. Information gained from the
investigation will indicate to what degree classroom teachers can sustain implementation
of these practices in their classroom teaching. These aspects will be further distinguished
by the experience level of the teacher. As a corollary, the reliability of the TBALQ will be
estimated in regard to the current research sample.
The importance of such research is to determine if practicing teachers perceive a
substantial knowledge base undergirding their preparation within two of the most
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commonly cited, but controversial, theoretical models of early literacy instruction. Is their
instruction being guided differentially and coherently by these models or are they
practicing an omnibus of random concepts and techniques? These outcomes will have
implications for early childhood curriculum development and related professional
development experiences. Further, similar results will aid college teacher education
personnel in reviewing their curricula for reading instruction and related practical
experiences.
Overall, these results will add to a growing body of research knowledge and
related teacher practices to effect successful early literacy acquisition by learners who are
at critical stages of language and literacy development.
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CHAPTER TWO
REVIEW OF LITERATURE
Learning how to read is a milestone in one‘s life and provides a foundation for
academic success. Acquiring this lifelong skill is not as easy for some as it is for others
and over the years there has been considerable controversy about the different theoretical
models to ensure reading success for all. One might think that after the various pendulum
swings in the field of reading that an agreed upon practice of teaching reading would
have been established. Educators are continually inundated with contradictory practices
as to what they are doing or what they should be doing with regards to literacy
instruction. The search to find the most effective way to promote literacy development
continues to elude academics in the field and in schools (New, 2002).
Schools have been observed as the strongest influential environments on literacy
development and very importantly within these environments are the teachers that deliver
the instruction on a daily basis. The International Reading Association (IRA) and the
National Association for the Education of Young Children (1998) jointly announced the
need for early childhood educators to be ―particularly knowledgeable‖ regarding literacy
issues and to understand the ―unique responsibility‖ they have to promote literacy
development based upon the most current developmentally appropriate practices. Early
childhood educators‘ personal beliefs concerning literacy acquisition are an integral part
of what occurs in the classroom. These beliefs will unquestionably have some bearing on
their choice of instructional methods and materials and their related motivation to
consistently use and to refine their instructional practices.
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While the instructional methodology and materials for teaching reading have
varied over the years, one thing has remained constant: reading performance. The
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) has been assessing reading
performance in the United States since 1969. Over the years, notwithstanding the
different approaches to reading, reading scores have not improved significantly. Even
when teachers have adopted an interactionist approach, taking the best of bottom-up and
top-down methodologies, students‘ scores on achievement tests have remained the same.
Achievement scores have not favored one model over another (Wren, 2001).
Additionally, college and university environments play an instrumental role in
literacy development. Institutions of higher education have the responsibility for
producing quality teachers with the knowledge necessary to develop effective readers in
even the most challenging classroom environments. The International Reading
Association found that the most effective teacher education programs construct courses
that encompass research findings which affirm how students acquire literacy. A core
component of the IRA‘s findings was that a complete understanding of the theoretical
foundation of reading is necessary in order to provide an approach that meets the needs of
each student (International Reading Association, 2007). There are higher education
instructors who are uncertain as to which method is considered best practice, but also
there are those who unequivocally advocate either a bottom-up, top-down or
interactionist approach as the foundation for teaching reading (Gunning, 2008).
Materials are of significant importance as prepackaged textbooks dominate
reading materials used in classrooms across the country. The most common of these
materials is the basal reading series. Research has shown that the basal is used for a
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substantial portion of the instructional day in classrooms (Shannon, 1997). Choices about
basal series and classroom materials and the degree of emphasis given are undoubtedly
influenced by theoretical dispositions and are important considerations as teachers work
to create a literate environment.
Evidence exists that there is considerable variation in language and literacy
environments in early childhood education. Some significant differences, have been
found e.g., in how teachers teach letters and word sounds (Frey et al., 2004); how
teachers integrate writing skills into lessons (Clark& Krangler,1995); and the quality of
book reading with children and how they use language (Girolametto, Weitzman,Van
Leishout & Duff, 2000). Hindman and Wasik (2008) believe that a primary challenge
facing the field of early childhood education is to ensure that the teachers of young
children are knowledgeable about the current research on best practices for language and
literacy acquisition and the related instructional implications. The authors are particularly
concerned about the level of instruction being given in various Headstart centers.
The authors designed, developed and tested a literacy beliefs survey (Teacher
Beliefs Questionnaire) to assess the congruence between four constructs of beliefs
associated with related teacher behaviors. These constructs were: code related skills,
book reading, oral language and writing, and a total score. The scale included 30 Likert
items scaled between 1 and 5. Higher scores indicated endorsement of developmentally
appropriate practices in each case.
Subjects were 28 Headstart teachers across 17 school sites in the Midwest. Levels of
training included those with high school diplomas, Associate Degrees, BA Degrees and
BA plus training. Results showed a mean score of 4.25 (of 5) for oral language and
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vocabulary, 4.27 for book reading, 3.98 for writing and 3.61 for decoding. Results for
oral language and vocabulary clearly indicated that teachers endorsed these best practices
and were somewhat close to that for writing. A weak agreement occurred for decoding
skills. An example of the latter is: “Children should learn to identify the beginning and
ending sounds in words.” Over 60% of the respondents ―agreed‖ with this item indicating
that they had an understanding of why children should be taught to attend to sounds,
which these authors believe to be an important practice. Moreover, over 85% of the
respondents indicated that sounds should be learned in words embedded in nursery
rhymes.
Additionally, items relating to vocabulary and oral language skills showed that
only about 60% of the sample agreed with developmentally oriented practices while over
90% agreed with the idea of repetition and practice for building vocabulary. Overall, the
great majority of beliefs were in alignment with best practices.
Years of experience in the field were correlated with literacy scores. In general,
the greater the experience the greater the association with best practices (scores). An r
value of .37 was obtained for overall literacy scores and experience levels and .43 for oral
language skills and experience. The authors reported these as ―significant‖ findings;
however, effect sizes if computed for these values would yield rather minimal variability
for the relationships. Additionally, an overall sample size of 28 is extremely small for
estimating internal consistency. The authors generally concluded that these subjects had
moderate to high agreements with a ―best practices‖ orientation, but greater agreements
with items on the sub-scales that were associated with classroom practices (―what to do‖)
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rather than with items that reflected trends in best practices (―knowing why a practice
would be beneficial‖).
The following review provides the background information and current contexts
related to the issues associated with early literacy learning and instruction. This review is
intended to provide a synthesis of related research organized by the following topics:
theoretical perspectives, teacher attitudes and beliefs, effects on early literacy acquisition
and achievement, teacher preparation and professional development, and instructional
methods and materials.
Theoretical Perspectives
Just as there are theoretical differences about the role of the reader, there are also
differences in approaches to teaching reading. On one end of the continuum there are
those who advocate a skills-based, phonics or bottom-up approach. On the other end
there are those who promote a holistic, whole language or top-down approach. In the
middle are the interactionists who believe that a combination of the two perspectives is
the best approach.
Researchers have generally confirmed that teacher‘s personal teaching beliefs and
philosophies, i.e., what they think is effective methodology along with an understanding
of how children learn, play an important role in the kinds of teaching practices chosen for
given lessons (Maxwell, McMullen, Hemmeter, Ault & Shuster, 2001; Smith, 1993;
McMullen, 1999; Pajares, 1992). Conversely, other researchers have noted more
consistent discrepancies or minimum correlations between self-reported beliefs and
actual implementation in practice (Bryant, Clifford & Peisner, 1991; Charlesworth, Hart,
Burts and Hernandez, 1991; Kemple, 1996). Interestingly, McMullen et al. (2006), in a
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review, argued that discrepancies are typically associated with those who favor whole
language models rather than with those aligned with traditional, teacher-centered models.
The authors noted that it takes time, effort and resources to build a consistent curricular
focus and to organize the physical setting. Teachers may openly endorse developmentally
appropriate practices because these are ―politically correct‖ and may be endorsed by a
majority of their peers and various national professional bodies. Another reason for the
discrepancy may be that they lack the knowledge base undergirding whole language
models and are not confident about implementing related practices. Finally, there may be
external barriers or constraints in their particular instructional settings from supervisors,
administrators and related state or local mandates to use prescribed models.
The Bottom-Up Model of Reading
The focus on teaching the most basic of literacy skills to the more complex is
commonly referred to as the bottom-up approach. This may begin with learning the
shapes, sounds and names of the letters of the alphabet. Next, the students would work
with larger units such as words to phrases to sentences. Within these lessons instruction
would be given on specific skills, such as the difference between vowels and consonants
or the difference between a digraph and a diphthong. Bottom-up procedures are intended
to make learning to read easier by breaking complex tasks into component skills.
Classroom instruction proceeds from simple to the complex tasks with the teacher in
direct control. This approach has been called by different names over the years but the
idea remains the same, teachers lay a ―skills-based‖ foundation for reading instruction
(Gunning, 2008).

19

The bottom-up approach dates back to classrooms in colonial America, where
most teachers thought that students learned to read by memorizing letters and syllables in
print. The two most popular textbooks in those days were the New England Primer and a
blue-backed speller by Noah Webster – both of which relied mainly on memorization and
the alphabet method. This method included explicit instruction in the correct
pronunciation of letters, syllables and words, more commonly referred to as phonics
instruction. This was the prominent method of teaching until the 1830s when it was
denounced for its repetitiveness. It was not until 1955 with the publication of Rudolf
Flesch‘s best-selling book, Why Johnny Can’t Read, when phonics resurfaced. Flesch
blamed the neglect of teaching phonics for the crisis in literacy the country was facing.
As a result, a resurgence of phonics instruction swept the nation as textbooks and
teachers shifted their thinking and instructional practices, that is until the mid 1980s when
another shift in methodology took the focus away from phonics instruction again. It
would be many years before the focus was back on teaching reading by starting with the
most basic skills and building towards the more complex (Ravitch, 2001).
In 1984, the Center for the Study of Reading produced a report, Becoming a
Nation of Readers, on the status of research and instructional practices in reading
education. The report affirmed that when children learn the relationships between letters
and sounds they get off to a better start in reading than children who are not taught about
these basic alphabetic relationships. The report maintained that the goal of reading
instruction is not to teach rules of letter sound relationships, but to get across the fact that
there are systematic relationships between letters and sounds and that this information is
used when reading known words and to independently decode unknown words.
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Shaywitz (2004) demonstrated with brain imaging equipment that the ability to
figure out unknown words changes how brains operate. This technique uses a functional
magnetic resonance imager (fMRI). It is referred to as functional because participants
perform tasks while under the magnet, allowing measurement of a functioning brain
rather than the activity of a brain at rest. When readers confront text they rely on
different parts of the brain to work cooperatively to make sense out of what they are
reading. The images generated by the fMRI show researchers the different pathways
used to get to these different regions of the brain to decode text.
The brains of 49 primary students were imaged while they performed simple
letter-recognition tasks. Before the interventions were given the brain activity in both
groups looked similar. Instructors then gave 37 subjects bottom-up type reading activities
daily for eight months, while the other 12 got ordinary remedial reading. Almost
immediately after the interventions, the fMRI for the bottom-up students showed
increased activity in the regions of the brain important to reading, with images which
closely corresponded to those of good readers. These results showed that eight months of
bottom-up instruction produced gains in brain activity and recognition tasks with the
subjects. Shaywitz contended that educators need to dispense with the notion that
reading should occur naturally and that a foundation of skills must be built and then built
upon (Shaywitz, 2004).
Foorman (1997) studied the reading progress of 375 predominately low income
first graders who were divided into four instructional groups. Each group was taught
using a different top-down or bottom-up method. Students were evaluated four times a
year through the first and second grades with a series of standardized reading
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achievement tests. The results showed that those students given explicit phonics
instruction learned more words and scored higher on standardized tests than did students
in the other groups. The author attempted to follow students to determine lasting effects
on achievement; however, in the middle of the study parents transferred their children
into classrooms where the bottom-up methodology was being used by instructors.
Foorman concluded that the bottom-up approach is crucial and more effective especially
in the early stages of reading instruction. These results suggest that children must have
an understanding of the sounds of letters that make up words and skill in sounding those
words out before they go on to reading literature (Foorman, 1997).
Sporleder (1998) studied literacy instruction using three approaches in nine first
grade classrooms to determine if there was a significant difference in reading and spelling
achievement after twenty-one weeks of instruction. A total of 151 students received
instruction using a newly introduced literature-based reading series. At the beginning of
the school year, students were given baseline tests to identify phoneme segmentation
skills, letter knowledge, spelling development and reading ability. Furthermore, students
in the nine classrooms received differentiated instruction. Three of the classrooms were
introduced to phonics within the context of literature and learned spelling using word
families. Three of the classrooms received direct instruction in phonics using a
traditional approach to learning letter sounds, blending words, and reading short
controlled texts, in addition to spelling using word families. The final three classrooms
received instruction in the letter representations of phonemes with an emphasis on
metacognition and spelling words before ever reading these. After instruction the same
baseline tests were given again to the subjects.
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No statistically significant differences were distinguished by age, gender and
income. Additionally, no significant differences occurred for the ability to recognize and
write letters or to identify sounds and segment phonemes among the three groupings.
However, those who were introduced to the letter representations of phonemes and
engaged these in building their orthographic knowledge by spelling words before reading,
scored significantly higher in basic reading skills, total reading ability and spelling
achievement (p<0001). These results showed that the introduction of phonemes and the
subsequent spelling of words before reading is an approach to literacy acquisition that
produced significant results, regardless of age, gender and socio-economic (Sporleder,
1998).
Green (2001) investigated the effects of two theoretically different perspectives
on beginning literacy instruction with four teachers and 118 kindergarteners. The two
instructional methods were separate decoding instruction and integrated decoding
instruction using two different literacy programs: a commercially produced phonics
program and a constructivist approach based on top-down principles and children‘s
needs. The author conducted a quasi-experimental study which measured literacy
achievement through five quantifiable pretest and posttest comparisons.
The analysis of data indicated a significant posttest gain by the group in the
constructivist program. They identified letter/names and letter/sound correspondence and
demonstrated phoneme/grapheme correspondences in writing significantly better
compared the commercial program group. The variation in mean scores on the letter
name/sound identification task between subjects in the two groups was significant (F
(1,115) = 31.738, p<.001). No significant differences occurred between the two groups
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in their abilities to identify phonemes within word contexts, to read words in a list or to
read connected text. The findings indicated that a firm grasp of letters and the ability to
represent phonemes in words with corresponding graphemes have strong, direct
relationships to reading acquisition.
The Top-Down Model of Reading
On the other end of the reading continuum is the top-down model and its title
indicates the method by which students learn to read. Top-down is a holistic process
based on the premise that learning to read is similar to learning to speak that will progress
naturally through immersion in a print rich environment. Consequently, the process of
learning to read is not ―fragmented‖ with sub-skills being taught as a part of lessons. For
example, a story with a great many contractions would not be used as an opportunity to
teach that skill because it would disrupt the meaning and flow of the story being read.
Background knowledge is an integral part of the process as it is used to make predictions
and inferences. Top-down students build their understanding through discussion with
high quality literature or informational texts with real world connections (Gunning,
2008).
The holistic approach to teaching reading began in the early 1800s after
opposition to the bottom-up approach emerged. Horace Mann, a noted educator at the
time led the opposition to reading programs based on ―skills and drills.‖ He believed that
the alphabet method made learning to read a horrible experience because children were
bored by the repetitive routines associated with this methodology. The holistic method
was the preferred approach until the Cold War era when the pendulum shifted under
national scrutiny following Rudolph Flesh‘s publication which deemed it educationally
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unsound and inappropriate. In the 1980s, educators rebelled against the great emphasis
placed upon skills-based instruction associated with the bottom-up approach and looked
to the top-down model and its philosophy of fostering a love for reading through
authentic and connected text (Ravitch, 2001).
Building understanding is a significant part of the top-down model. Students
make connections about what they read and draw conclusions about the text. In a
secondary review, Brooks and Shelton (2003) examined the reading process by studying
research on classroom teachers‘ practices and instructional routines. A major finding
affirmed that instructors should view literacy development as a natural process much like
oral language. Further, the authors found that varied language experiences were
necessary to process meaning and that by using prior knowledge readers made
connections to text, thus constructing meaning. When students are able to contextualize
what they are learning it is more enjoyable and makes the process more meaningful to the
learner.
Maguire (1991) studied the impact of whole language and skills-based programs
on the acquisition of reading and writing skills for second graders. Subjects were 104
second graders arranged into two equivalent groups: experimental and control. They
were given standardized tests at the beginning and at the end of grade two to monitor
achievement levels for reading comprehension, meaning vocabulary, sight vocabulary
and writing. The subjects in the experimental group were taught with whole language
practices while the subjects in the control group were taught using a skills-based
approach.
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Results showed that subjects in the experimental group demonstrated a statistical
significance on writing and reading comprehension tests after one year of exposure to
whole language activity compared to their control peers (p< .01). What these results
mean is that an extended period of engagement in whole language instructional contexts
provides a significant opportunity to expand writing and reading competences.
Similarly, Fredrickson (1994) studied the influence of holistic reading instruction
on the attitudes, reading habits and achievement for first graders. The purpose was to
determine if students in whole language classrooms developed more positive attitudes
about reading than did their peers who were instructed using a traditional approach.
Additionally, the author determined if students in a whole language classroom spent more
time reading and if their reading achievement was greater.
To measure the effect of holistic and traditional reading approaches on attitudes
the subjects completed Campbell‘s Reading Attitude Survey at the beginning of the
school year at the end of the term. Students‘ reading habits were measured by recording
the number of books read during six week spans in the fall and in the spring. Book
numbers were tabulated between the whole language and traditional classrooms. Overall,
reading achievement gain was measured with a curriculum-based pretest and posttest
assessment (Fredrickson, 1994).
Although subjects in the traditional classroom expressed more favorable attitudes
for reading than those in whole language classroom, an independent t-test indicated that
mean scores were not statistically different. However, the amount of materials read
favored students in a whole language classroom compared to the traditional classroom
(p<0.03). The number of books read by the whole language group was 115 percent
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greater than the number read by the traditional group. Additionally, it was found that the
average classroom gain on literacy achievement was greater in the whole language
classroom in comparison to the traditional classroom, although not statistically significant
(p>.05). Subjects in the whole language classrooms read a greater number of books
which is very likely a result of immersion practices related to literacy instruction. It
should be noted that there may be greater opportunity (more time given) to openly read in
immersion settings than in classrooms where teacher-directed, skill- based activity occurs
(Fredrickson, 1994).
Rowe (2004) meta-analyzed the process of reading skill development in a
secondary review of research related to classroom practices, instructional materials and
theoretical beliefs. Rowe found that teachers needed to draw on a wide range of
techniques to find those best suited for the abilities of the children being taught.
Struggling students do not benefit from the top-down model of reading given the time
needed for immersion and open reading. The author added that systematic phonics
instruction builds a critical foundation regardless of whether these students are
experiencing difficulty.
The Interactive Model of Reading
In the middle of the reading continuum is the model known as the interactive
approach. This is a practice of teaching skills directly and systematically – especially in
the beginning – but without fragmenting the process. Students are also provided with
opportunities to experience the holistic nature of reading by having whole books rea d to
them. Many educators now promote this balanced approach to reading instruction. That
balance may vary but would usually include elements of developmentally appropriate
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practices and skill-based activities chosen by teachers in proportion to what the needs are
of the students in a given instructional circumstance.
Anderson (1998) conducted an action research project with six kindergarten
children. Case studies were developed for each child to learn more about how to balance
a literacy program to meet the individual needs of kindergartners. A sample of six
children was selected based upon academic ability, socioeconomic status and race. The
children‘s developmental progress was assessed using the Brigance Test, the Rothman
Developmental Test, anecdotal notes and student work samples. The balance for each
child varied depending upon individual needs. In some cases, that meant being taught
more directly with skill-based activities. For others, it meant immersion in print-rich
activities. The results, which were written in narrative format, showed that each of the
participants progressed academically and socially by the end of the school year. The
balanced curriculum was found to meet the individual needs of the kindergarteners but a
balanced program doesn‘t necessarily mean that equal emphasis is given to each child
(Anderson, 1998).
In another qualitative interpretation, Walther (1998) examined the approach that
two first grade teachers used to successfully blend their literacy instruction. A blend of
top-down and bottom-up methods was a mandate of their school district and these two
teachers were selected because of their success with these methodologies. Data were
gathered in the form of case studies and teacher interviews. The following themes were
generated upon analysis: (a) learning environment, (b) addressing all learners, (c) letter
and sound manipulation, (d) working with words, (e) learning through stories, (f)
applying knowledge through writing and (g) making connections.
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From these data, the researcher concluded that the children‘s reading progress was
significantly aided by blending reading instruction with practices and activities from both
models. It was argued that teachers must stop debating over the best theoretical model
and utilize the teaching practices that will ensure each student‘s success in a particular
instructional circumstance. Furthermore, the author found that when provided with the
appropriate materials and professional development opportunities, first grade teachers can
successfully present a balanced curriculum in their classrooms (Walther, 1998).
Thomas (2000) studied the reading instruction preferences of teachers in
kindergarten through third grade, including differences that may have been related to
their level of classroom teaching experience and academic credentials. Specifically, the
author hypothesized no significant differences in the instructional perceptions of these
teachers in regard to three theoretical orientations for literacy instruction: phonics,
eclectic or balanced and whole language. Differences were further distinguished by years
of teaching experience (0-3 and 4 plus) and academic preparation (B.A. and M.A.).
Data were obtained on a 52 item survey with clusters of items designed to assess
the preferences for the three orientations noted above. The survey also included
demographic variables, e.g., race, gender, classroom size, teacher experience and
credentials. Two open-ended questions directed respondents to identify the reading
method used in their classroom and the related instructional activities. Respondents
indicated their level of agreement/disagreement about the preference of a given
orientation and how often they used it when teaching related reading skills. Data were
analyzed using a series of t tests for independent means across the three orientations and
the demographic variables. The relationship between the three instructional approaches
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was found to be significantly different for whole language at the .05 level of significance.
Neither the phonics nor balanced approaches were significant or were distinguished by
experience (p>.05) and academic credential variables (p>.05). However, a significant
interaction effect occurred for whole language and experience, favoring those with the
lesser years of teaching experience (p <.0005). No effects were noted for academic
credentials for any of the three orientations.
These results support the belief that a bottom-up approach which combines
reading and writing in a literary manner is an effective and appropriate program. The
author also concluded that teachers prefer the balanced approach for reading instruction
and this is the approach they are implementing in their classrooms, particularly by
teachers with lesser years of teaching experience.
Obviously raising the standards for literacy acquisition of young children has
become an important agenda item among early childhood stakeholders in the attempt to
improve national achievement. Poulson et al. (2008) examined the beliefs of teachers
previously nominated by their school districts as ―effective and successful teachers of
literacy.‖ The sample resulted in 225 British primary school teachers from 14 localities.
The major purpose was to survey characteristic instructional behaviors of these teachers
compared to a control group of 71 peers who were identified as representing the range of
all other teachers. Subjects were assessed with the Teacher Beliefs Questionnaire (TBQ)
adapted from Deford (1985) which identified three clusters of theoretical beliefs related
to whole language, basal skills (word recognition and decoding) and a combination of the
two. A comparison was made of the total scores on the survey and these were further
compared in regard to the respondent‘s levels of training and education. The results
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showed that effective and successful teachers were inclined to use more aspects of whole
language and gave emphasis to these in their instruction. Interestingly, both groups had
the highest endorsement on the need for repetition in word learning—which meant
placing strong emphasis on building sight vocabularies.
Overall, there were differences between the groupings for all three orientations.
The control group indicated greater alignment with the phonics and skills approach
whereas the ―effective‖ group was neutral toward the use of these practices. However, the
effective group had a mean score of 3.03 in regard to ―children completing phonics
worksheets and exercises,‖ compared to a mean of 2.51 for the controls, thus favoring a
mainstay bottom-up practice.
Those teachers with between 1 and 5 years of classroom experience, across both
groups, indicated a preference for phonics instruction. More experienced teachers were
neutral on this aspect. Overall, these results showed a moderate consistency between
beliefs and action across the two groups but with variations as noted. The authors also
commented that congruence and endorsement of beliefs can be affected by the various
constraints related to the overall complexities of classroom teaching and school district
expectations.
Non-mastery of standards for reading achievement prompted Carr (2007) to study
the effects on reading achievement between a balanced literacy program on reading
achievement for first graders and a traditional skills-based approach. The Developmental
Reading Assessment (DRA) was used to establish a baseline reading level for
participants. The treatment group received balanced literacy instruction and the control
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group was taught with a traditional skills- based method of instruction for six weeks and
literacy growth was measured using the DRA.
Analysis of the data resulted in a significant difference in student reading
achievement between the treatment and control groups (p<.05). This study impacts
decision making for school administrators to decide whether the costs for professional
development and related financial commitments required of school districts is worth the
investment for the expected benefit that balanced reading programs may have on reading
achievement. However, a balanced approach to literacy instruction can be valuable in
helping educators to meet the needs of the individuals in their classrooms (Carr, 2007).
One thing very clear about the results noted above is that after 50-60 years of
continuous educational research on reading and literacy instruction by individual
researchers and a host of public and private research bodies and organizations, a clear
consensus on the most effective model(s) for teaching reading to young children is still
lacking. The knowledge base is expansive and often contradictory which may in many
cases cause practitioners to shun the research. It may be that educational researchers write
back and forth to each other and a synthesized knowledge base of the research rarely, if
ever, filters down in a practical manner to practitioners.
Teacher Attitudes and Beliefs
Classroom decisions made by teachers are not random or accidental. These
decisions are rooted in beliefs about how children learn, how they are effectively taught,
the developmental nature of the children and the instructional circumstances. Theory
may be a key factor when determining which classroom practices teachers embrace and
how their beliefs become actualized in the classroom. Whether teachers are conscious of
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it, their practices are grounded in a personal theory of what is thought to constitute
effective teaching (Mills & Clyde, 1991).
Wrease (2004) examined a group of elementary teachers to gauge their
perceptions of teaching reading. The author informed teachers about the new and old
pedagogical aspects of reading instruction by researching some of the history and
discussing the effects of models shift in the instruction of reading for elementary
teachers. Through analysis of interviews and a Likert scale survey, the results showed
that teachers were aware of some of the reasons for the change in strategies used to
instruct reading.
The data also showed that teachers do have preferences for either a traditional
approach or holistic approach to teaching reading. Results indicated that the number of
years taught doesn‘t appear to be a significant predictor for using a traditional approach
(p >.05) or holistic approach (p >.36). Likewise, the level of education held by a teacher
made no difference in the approach chosen (p levels of .589 and .788). The open ended
portion of the study showed that teachers agreed that there are various instructional
practices used to create good readers. No one method can do it all. A combination of
strategies and approaches that best meet the needs of the child helps to create success in
teaching good reading habits (Wrease, 2004).
Bommarito (2004) studied the relationship among teachers‘ literacy orientation
toward reading instruction and their related instructional practices. The study used a post
hoc descriptive design with survey items to investigate the beliefs and practices of
primary reading teachers. The independent variable was the primary teacher‘s theoretical
orientation measured by DeFord‘s Theoretical Orientation to Reading Profile (TORP).
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The dependent variable was the reading instructional practices of teachers measured by
the Survey of Reading Instructional Practices, a modification of Bigenho‘s Reading
Survey (Deford, 1985).
The population included first, second and third grade reading teachers and reading
specialists from Missouri elementary schools identified as having effective primary
reading programs. Questionnaire packets were mailed to 1,753 primary teachers at
schools ranking in the top 30 % for the Missouri Assessment Program‘s third grade
reading scores. A total of 272 questionnaires were returned.
The author compared the teachers‘ theoretical orientation to their use of related
reading practices using multivariate analysis. Results showed significant relationships
(p<.05) between (a) teachers‘ theoretical orientations and their use of phonics practices,
and (b) teacher‘s theoretical orientation and their use of the whole language cluster of
practices. A chi-square analysis indicated no differences in frequency for using phonics,
skills or whole language theoretical orientations. The study identified 36 reading
practices chosen by teachers across the three orientations (phonics, skills, and whole
language) that were frequently used. Teachers reported that they use or desire to use
indirect phonics more than phonics and that they use or desire to use guided reading
instruction more than basal reading instruction. In summary, there is a significant
relationship between teachers‘ theoretical orientations and their choice of reading
practices and these teachers leaned toward the whole language orientation.
Fitzsimmons (1998) in a qualitative study noted previously the similar effect that
teachers would be hard pressed to use a method that conflicts with their theoretical
orientation without a significant shift in their beliefs about reading instruction.
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Fitzsimmons examined seven second grade teachers, four of whom used a top-down
approach and three who used a bottom-up approach to teaching reading. Similarities and
differences in methods and materials were examined through interviews and
observations. The data were collected, analyzed and reported in a narrative format.
Through the data analysis it was concluded that the two groups of teachers
differed widely in their classroom practices and beliefs. It was also concluded that
pedagogical content knowledge clearly resulted in different types of reading instruction.
There were marked differences in the classroom environment, number of books,
frequency of writing experiences, variety of reading experiences and the nature of
instruction, all of which were attributed to theoretical orientations. The researcher also
found that the teacher‘s predisposition toward a particular set of beliefs about reading
instruction was likely to be confirmed and strengthened rather than questioned or
changed. Once the comfort level is achieved it generally perpetuates (Fitzsimmons,
1998).
Johnson (1998) likewise added to the emerging body of research on teachers‘
theories and beliefs of literacy instruction. The author examined the factors that
influenced teachers‘ evolving theories, the consistency between their theories and their
practices and the classroom issues that influenced implementation of such theories.
Subjects were two experienced classroom teachers from the same school, with
advanced degrees who began their careers using a traditional, direct skills approach to
teaching reading. To participate in this investigation, both teachers volunteered to teach
using a whole language approach. Data were collected over several years, including
write-ups from the teachers, field notes from classroom observations by peers and student
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artifacts. Both teachers self-examined their beliefs about literacy instruction and obtained
additional information through professional readings and coursework and they also
observed how these practices impacted students during class instruction. One teacher
built theory around classroom practice while the other built theory by studying formal
literacy theories from research. The data were analyzed to identify group recurring
themes and to search for relationships between variables. Although no consistent themes
or categories of action resulted, Johnson suggested that most methodological variations
exist at the level of the teacher rather than in the materials or the reading program being
utilized in the classroom. Different teachers using or being guided by the same
theoretical models may apply these quite variably. However, in both cases their theory
generally matched their classroom practices and both teachers identified that the
―burgeoning curriculum‖ and time constraints were major factors that interfered with
their instructional time (Johnson, 1998).
Zhu (1992) hypothesized that what teachers do is usually consistent with what
they believe. The author investigated the basic beliefs about teachers and their approach
to teaching reading and correlated these beliefs with classroom practices. Subjects were
100, K-2 level volunteers from eight public and private schools in Pennsylvania. The
author used a questionnaire which included items with a 5 point Likert scale to quantify
the degree of teachers‘ beliefs for three models: whole language, traditional and
transactional. The survey also included an open ended part which directed respondents to
identify barriers to theoretical beliefs and implementation.
Results of the survey data showed a significant relationship between teacher
beliefs and teaching practices. Specifically, a significant difference, (p<.05), favored
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teachers‘ beliefs among those using a whole language approach to teaching reading
compared to their peers in the other two conditions. Barriers cited were the amount of
time needed to plan whole language programs and related classroom activities, lack of
relevant professional development training and resistance to change by administrators
and teachers. The important result is that what teachers do is generally consistent with
what they believe are developmentally appropriate practices in their classrooms. The
author further noted that the whole language philosophy is needed systematically in
schools and that teacher preparation programs likewise should include relevant training
(Zhu, 1992).
Parker (1996) examined teachers‘ beliefs and behavior during reading instruction
and assessed how their teaching behaviors influenced students‘ attitudes toward reading.
Qualitative and quantitative data were collected from teachers and students in three fourth
grade classrooms over a period of one year. Surveys measured students‘ attitudes toward
reading and books, audio-taped interviews collected qualitative remarks from teachers
and video-taped classroom instruction captured related teacher-student interactions. The
latter were coded using Flanders‘ Interaction Analysis Categories (FIAC) to measure the
impact of instructional styles of the teachers within direct and indirect categories of
teacher to student interaction.
Data from the video and audio tapes showed that teachers‘ beliefs about reading
instruction influenced their instructional behaviors during reading lessons. The data also
revealed that teachers who believed in sequential learning ability grouped their at-risk
students for reading instruction. However, those who believed it to be a holistic process
included the at-risk students in whole and cooperative group lessons. These results mean
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that a teacher‘s approach to reading instruction is not necessarily a reliable predictor of
students‘ attitudes toward reading. However, when the attitude scores of at-risk students
were disaggregated and analyzed, those in the whole language approach classroom had
significantly greater scores on the measure of reading attitude than did the at-risk students
in the phonics approach classroom. Less direct teaching and structure may be more
suitable for at-risk learners given the individuality of child-centered activities.
McMullen et al. (2006) designed and developed a quantitative-qualitative assessment
protocol to collect and compare data regarding what teachers say about their beliefs and
related teaching behaviors. The protocol included: a self-report survey (Teacher Beliefs
Scale) of teaching beliefs; notes from direct observation of several teaching lessons; and
a compilation of the kinds of instructional materials and artifacts housed. Subjects were
57 early childhood teachers with an average of 9 years of teaching experience, with a
range of 1 to 25 years. One-fourth of the sample was considered ―novice‖ teachers:
between 0-3 years of full time teaching. The survey measured the level of endorsement
for ―developmentally appropriate practices‖ (DAP‘s) keyed to ratings between 1 and 5.
Subjects were observed in their classrooms for between 2 and 4 hours.
Data were collectively complied on an assessment summary which included 18
descriptors of activities and methods ―most or least valued‖ by respondents. Examples
were using dramatic play, large and whole group instruction, emergent literacy activity,
organization of the physical setting, use of consistent routines, preplanned curricula and
facilitating learning. The ratings for descriptors were examined to determine which were
related to the teaching beliefs of the teachers identified in one of two groupings: studentcentered (developmentally appropriate) or teacher directed (skills-based). Those who
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valued, and emphasized, organized classrooms, consistent routines and preplanned
curricula were more likely to hold a traditional or teacher- centered orientation.
Conversely, those who valued child-centered choices and whole language activities were
more likely to hold a developmentally appropriate orientation. However, there were some
behaviors as likely to be valued by those in either orientation, such as displaying student
work, working in whole or large groupings and employing creative arts lessons. Even
though what seems to be a clear dichotomy in the research literature, there are practices
used equally by those in both orientations. These relate to what has been described in the
beliefs literature as ―interactive‖ or neutral practices (Deford, 1985; Westwood, 1997;
Carr, 2007).
Teachers make many instructional decisions day to day and often moment to
moment. No doubt these are influenced by a set of beliefs about how children generally
learn and their preferences for given ways to teach. The relationship between teacher
beliefs and resultant decision-making has received renewed research interest in the last
decade. Although it is not entirely clear at this point, teacher beliefs about their
instruction appear to beget a ―nonlinear‖ process of pedagogical perceptions, reflections
and actions in their classrooms.
Effects of Early Literacy Acquisition and Achievement
Assessing literacy achievement is an integral and continuous part of teaching and
learning how to read. Sometimes teachers and parents equate the once a year
standardized test as the only assessment that matters. Classroom assessment is much
more than a one trial occurrence, it is an integral part of the daily routine in any
classroom. Teachers have an array of formal and informal assessments which are used to

39

monitor students‘ literacy acquisition and to make instructional decisions based upon
how students are performing, growing and learning in the classroom (Tompkins, 2006).
Researchers continue to determine the best approach for teaching and assessing
reading achievement. Engelhardt (2000) investigated reading methodology effects by
comparing a traditional basal program to a whole language program to measure the effect
on student achievement in reading. The subjects of this longitudinal study were 95 first
grade students of differing sex, race and socio-economic status. Seventy-six of these
were taught reading using the whole language approach and nineteen were taught using
the basal reader approach.
Data were analyzed on the 76 subjects in the whole language control group and
the 15 in the basal reader group, who remained in the study for the full two years. A ttest for independent samples was obtained to determine significant differences between
the pilot-based reader group and the whole language control group. An analysis of
variance (ANOVA) determined if a relationship existed between reading achievement
and gender, race, and socioeconomic status. For all statistical tests, a p of <.05 was set as
the level of significance.
Data analysis revealed that the achievement scores of students who were in the
basal reader/whole language study did not show any significant differences (p >.05). The
ANOVA results showed that females scored slightly higher than males but not
significantly greater (p >.05). Not unexpected, a significant difference occurred between
groups of children from different socioeconomic levels. Students from the lowest
economic level scored significantly lower than students from the highest economic level
in both the control and experimental groups (p < .001). The analysis for race was limited
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by too few minority students represented in the sample size, consequently these
differences were reported as not significant. Another methodological problem was the
disproportionate ratio of subjects in the groupings (76/19), which very likely biased the
results. Consequently, the result is that neither instructional method impacted literacy
achievement scores in a positive or negative manner, with the exception of those in the
higher socio-economic categories (Engelhart, 2000).
Using a similar model in a cross-sectional and longitudinal study, Tennikait
(1997) compared whole language (WL) and basal methodologies and materials (BM) on
the reading and writing performance of first, second and third graders in a three-year
investigation. Subject WL groupings were taught by the same teachers in the first and
second grades where the teachers used non-ability grouping, ungraded progress reporting
and no grade retention as an improvement strategy. Those in BM groupings were
arranged in ability groups and were assessed with conventional techniques and progress
reporting. Grade retention was used as an improvement strategy for these subjects. The
author tested for differences in standardized test scores in reading comprehension, oral
and silent reading, holistic writing and students‘ attitudes toward reading. Results
showed no significant differences in standardized test scores for Total Reading and Total
Language among those in the WL and BM groupings. Additionally, there were no
significant differences over time and grade level for three years. Mean scores were very
similar for first and second graders (54.04 and 54.77) compared to 58.79 for third
graders. Although these were not significant differences, a slight trend resulted of
increasingly greater test scores in each successive year, with the greatest scores occurring
at grade three for both groups. Silent and oral reading test scores were significantly
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different at grade one between whole language (WL) and basal groupings (BM), favoring
the former grouping (p <.05). The author reported no overall statistical gains for either
the WL or BM grouping for reading attitudes, i.e., no particular attitudinal change was
distinguished by either group nor any major differences in the test scores.
Tennikait argued that the lack of difference associated with WL activities could
be related to the lack of experiences these teachers had with WL methodology and that
their students primarily used conventional work books and pencil and paper assessments.
Teachers in the WL group spent a good deal of time assembling and organizing the
various authentic materials and assessments and were in the process of adopting new
ways of assessment, all of which may have contributed to a lack of significance in the
results. However, those in the WL groupings by the third grade had ―caught up‖ and
passed the basal groupings to a modest extent on oral and silent reading assessments. It
is not clear whether this trend would have continued into the fourth, fifth or sixth year for
these students. These results mean that there is a critical need for teacher training and
experience with methodologies that require a good deal of authentic materials and
assessments and related organization of the instructional context (Tennikait, 1997).
Over 20 years ago, Ezell-Powell (1995) compared the effects of whole language
(WL) to direct instruction (DI) methodologies and the effects on reading vocabulary and
reading comprehension gains of fourth graders. Subjects in WL and DI classrooms were
divided into quartile groups based upon pretest scores obtained on the California
Achievement Test, Fifth Edition (CAT/5) in the third grade. Fourth grade posttest scores
obtained were compared to their pretest scores. The results indicated no significant
differences between the effects of whole language and direct instruction on reading
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vocabulary and reading comprehension achievement of fourth grade students, regardless
of their ability level as measured by the CAT/5.
In this case, the results indicated that educators should not favor either whole
language or direct instruction if the objective is to increase reading vocabulary or reading
comprehension achievement as measured by the CAT/5. Apparently, standardized test
scores are not sensitive enough to the intervention treatments to effect differences. Even
today, these findings are relevant for educators concerned with the best instructional and
assessment practices for increasing vocabulary and reading comprehension scores
measured by standardized achievement tests (Ezell-Powell, 1995).
The assessment of reading achievement in the United States today has been taken
over by the demands inherent in NCLB and the pressures on school districts to achieve
state mandated grade level compliance levels in reading and language arts. The studies
cited in this review employed a variety of standardized tests and curriculum-based
assessments to compare outcome achievement. Moreover, the methodologies varied
considerably in regard to adequate sample sizes, the presence of control or comparison
groupings and background characteristics of the samples. It may be that teachers favor
instructional paradigms or models with assessments which can best address their
respective accountability and compliance standards and are becoming more directive to
align contend standards with related classroom instruction compliance testing needs.
Teacher Preparation and Professional Development
The International Reading Association (IRA) asserts that effective teacher
educators design the reading components of their preparation programs around findings
from research on how students become successful readers and how teachers support their
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learning. The core curriculum for reading education should equip graduating teachers to
produce readers who are successful in the classroom and to use reading effectively to
negotiate the world. Prospective teachers must develop a thorough understanding of
language and reading development as well as an understanding of learning theory and
motivation in order to effectively ground their instructional decision making. Their
theoretical beliefs must ―be strong, be coherent and be sustainable‖ (IRA, 2007).
The International Reading Association (IRA) has compiled the results of a recent
major research effort to identify qualities of excellence in teacher preparation programs
for reading instruction. Colleges and universities play a significant role in producing
quality teachers that can develop readers in even the most challenging classroom
environments. The IRA found that the most effective teacher education programs
construct courses encompassing research findings which affirm how students acquire
literacy. A core component of the IRA‘s findings was that a complete understanding of
the theoretical foundations of reading instruction is necessary in order to understand the
various approaches that meet the needs of individual students (International Reading
Association, 2007). However, the IRA stopped short of suggesting a particular
theoretical model of instruction, notwithstanding the advent of whole language models
over the past 10 years.
Fenstermaster (1986) identified teacher beliefs as a core component of preservice
programs more than 20 years ago and predicted that teacher beliefs research would
become a focal point for teacher effectiveness research in the context of related teaching
practices and student learning.
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The attention to the role of teacher education programs for examining the beliefs
of pre-service candidates was described early on by Pajares (1993). In a review, the
author discussed the role of beliefs as predictors of professional practices of teachers. He
offered that beliefs once held are highly resistant to change and questioned whether
teacher education programs have an effect on the acquisition of beliefs held by preservice
candidates. He further questioned whether the beliefs of preservice candidates are
compatible with the inherent values that undergird programs for the education of young
children. Interestedly, the author argued that many of these candidates believe that they
are ready to teach and that they have the qualities needed to teach young children. But
Pajares thinks they are underestimating the cognitive and academic skills needed and are
overestimating the value of affective characteristics such as motivation, expectations and
caring.
A good teacher education program should ―jar‖ this kind of thinking, but at the
same time Pajares acknowledged it is a difficult process because candidates are among a
peer culture with similar perceptions and predispositions. Ginsberg and Newman (1985)
cautioned much earlier about such difficulty as candidates most likely will perceive a
threat when challenged to confront their dispositions. These authors noted that many
teacher education candidates have had positive K-12 experiences and have been
influenced, directly or indirectly, for many years by a prevailing and conventional culture
of teaching and learning. Consequently, there is no visible basis for change and they may
not envision, or even perceive, a need for change.
Can teacher education programs bring about conceptual change and the
acquisition of a different set of beliefs? Pajares thinks so, but there are barriers and a
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prominent one is that candidates may not always share their views and may, in fact,
protect these from scrutiny. However, beliefs instruction and exploration should be a
mainstay in preservice programs and place candidates in position to reflect on their
beliefs about teaching and learning for self-clarity and for appropriate instructional
decision-making and related practices. Pajares offered that this won‘t happen in a one to
two trial learning experience, but needs to occur in a continuous and consistent manner
throughout a program (Pajares, 1993).
Squires (2001) studied the theoretical orientations of 63 undergraduate elementary
education majors using the DeFord Theoretical Orientation to Reading Profile (TORP)
and the Burke Reading Interview. Both instruments report scores that place respondents
along a continuum of distinct theoretical orientations, such as skills-based and whole
language. The data for beliefs were compared and contrasted with the qualitative
responses that informants made after viewing two contrasting instructional vignettes.
One vignette represented a skills-based orientation and the other represented a whole
language orientation.
Qualitative data were analyzed and coded as themes emerged. Ten informants
were identified with a phonics orientation, and 53 informants were identified with a skills
orientation. No informants were identified with whole language orientation. Responses
from informants were categorized in one of the following categories: a) they accepted
both vignettes without questions, b) they challenged both vignettes or c) they accepted
one and challenged the other. Only three informants were deemed to have responded
consistently, having noticed the differences that the others did not. Their beliefs were
determined to be explicit and essential for reflection when making instructional decisions.
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In short, in spite of specific training and orientation to these theoretical models,
candidates did not generally express an endorsement for whole language practices. It may
be that new or inexperienced teachers are more concerned with knowing about specific
practices that will work more immediately and comfortably for them (Squires, 2001).
In the current climate of accountability and research-based practices in reading
instruction, professional development is often identified as one of the key elements
needed to change the lack of progress for struggling readers and to improve their success.
Research on teacher quality and its impact on student achievement seem to suggest that
teacher quality has a significant effect on student academic achievement but in an uneven
or unpredictable manner (Chard, 2004).
It will be interesting to learn if the sample of teachers in the current investigation
will consistently reflect a coherent set of beliefs and related practices for whole language,
basal skills or an integrated approach and whether differences will emerge between
novice and experienced practitioners. The assumption is that teachers new to the
profession will have recently exited from their teacher education programs and would
reflect an orientation more idealistically related to child-centered, whole language
philosophy.
Instructional Methods and Materials
While the spotlight has varied on which theoretical model of reading is the most
appropriate for literacy acquisition, a constant over the years is that of prepackaged
textbook materials adopted for teacher use. Approximately 95% of all elementary school
children use a basal reader on all or most of their school days. A typical basal series
contains a teacher‘s manual with relatively specific directions for use of the materials,
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collections of stories for the students as well as corresponding workbooks for individual
student practice (Glover and Ronning, 1987). These authors note that the role of basal
series and related activities in beginning reading instruction is critical for building a solid
foundation in literacy skills. Shannon (1997) estimated that basal texts and related
materials are used for nearly 90% of the instructional time spent on literacy instruction.
Conversely, Thomas (2000) found in his investigation that classroom teachers
prefer a ―middle position‖ or a balanced set of materials and use what and they believe to
be the best resources, notwithstanding the theoretical models. There are various types of
basal reading programs available for teachers to use in their classrooms today. Some
programs are very similar in structure while others differ significantly. These differences
have originated from the different theoretical models of reading.
Before 1850, William Homes McGuffey wrote the McGuffey Readers, which are
noted as the first textbooks published with increasingly challenging books designed for
each grade level. The lessons featured literature selections and students used phonics to
sound out words, studied vocabulary words in the context of stories and practiced proper
enunciation as they read aloud. These books were widely used until the beginning of the
20th century. The Scott Foresman basal reading program, introduced in 1930 and used
through the 1960s, is probably the most notable basal series. The first grade textbooks
featured stories about two children named Dick and Jane and the text in the first grade
books relied on the repetition of words through contrived sentences to teach vocabulary.
Students were expected to memorize words rather than use phonics to decode. This
whole-word method of ―look and say‖ was criticized for its lack of phonics instruction
and for centering stories on an ideal middle class white family. Today, basal readers
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include more authentic literature that celebrate diverse cultures and emphasize an
organized presentation of strategies and comprehension skills, especially for phonics in
the primary grades (Tompkins, 2009).
The process of textbook selection was studied earlier by Stewart (1990) with a set
of criteria used by elementary principals and teachers for evaluating and selecting reading
textbooks. Questionnaires collected data from principals and teachers in 57 school
districts in Iowa. The sample was stratified to include small, medium and large school
districts and these represented 65% of the teachers and principals across the state.
Surveys included 12 major criteria with a cluster of 40 items designed to assess
how the districts guided textbook selection. Criteria included organization/format, story
content and visual presentation, diversity of story characters, teacher materials, skills
activities, manuals, publisher support, staff development and cost. Opportunity for open
comments was included on the survey. The importance of items was rated by teachers
and administrators using a five point rating scale. The average rating for these was 3.20,
which indicated a moderate level of importance. Teachers highly rated the importance of
teacher manuals, skills activities, implementation procedures and publisher support. An
important point expressed was the amount of lead time it would take to implement a
given series, including the time needed for participation in ―before or after school‖ staff
development. These outcomes varied somewhat by the size of the school district and the
numbers of students enrolled. For example, costs were a factor for administrators in large
districts where the initial financial outlay would be a major budget expenditure, including
costs per pupil and for faculty development. Costs were a factor for teachers should
districts not provide funds for purchasing supplementary materials. The findings indicate
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that textbook selection is influenced by pedagogical factors and by practical matters such
as implementation lead time, costs for supplementary materials and the investment in
professional development. Administrators are concerned about costs but at the same time
they need to ensure that teachers have the most effective instructional materials to
capitalize on student achievement (Stewart, 1990).
Simpson (1994) studied the ways instructional materials were selected and used
by 10 elementary classroom teachers in a suburban Chicago school district. Using a case
approach, the author collected qualitative data through nonparticipant observations,
interviews and document analyses.
The author found that teachers in the primary grades closely followed the adopted
text and did not supplement materials to enhance the program or to align with theoretical
beliefs. In contrast, teachers in the intermediate grades used teacher selected materials
regularly in addition to the materials adopted by the district. Additionally, Simpson
noted that when teachers used their basal texts they followed the teacher‘s guides as
prescribed with little deviation. Furthermore, it was unanimous among the teachers
studied that the basal text was used primarily because of its inclusion of grade-level
content objectives, which were convenient for making lesson plans. They also noted that
the basal provides a ―structure.‖ Teachers noted that supplementing the basal took too
much time outside of the contractual day and the cost of supplemental materials was not
included in the school‘s budget. Personal funds had to be expended if such materials were
to be obtained. These results showed that the basal materials were closely followed in the
primary grades but less so at intermediate levels. Theoretical beliefs were not a major
factor for deciding how to use basal series or how and what to supplement. Decision-

50

making was more a matter of the practical needs of the teachers in their classrooms,
including costs and the amount of time required to arrange and to integrate text and
materials (Simpson, 1994).
Walsh (2003) reviewed five widely used basal reading series and found that these
provided visually stimulating artwork to engage students, similar methods of teaching
decoding and comprehension and teachers‘ guides with detailed lesson plans. The author
also discovered a common problem: none of the programs provided for sustained
development of students‘ background knowledge. When students do not develop a
strong foundation of world and word knowledge, they will have difficulty reading and
understanding more conceptually demanding books. Such difficulty accounts for a drop
in reading achievement scores at the 4th grade level, where text complexity increases
significantly. Additionally, children from economically disadvantaged families are more
likely to fall behind their classmates.
Schwab (2002) surveyed factors that influenced teachers‘ selection of
instructional materials. She examined the process that elementary public school teachers
use when selecting instructional materials to support emerging teaching strategies,
national standards, state initiatives, local goals and curriculum objectives. One-hundred
and seventy-six elementary teachers in 11 elementary schools within 11 eastern
Pennsylvania counties were surveyed about their selection practices. The sample
represented varying levels of socioeconomic status, settings across rural, suburban and
urban centers. The survey directed participants to rank order a set factors that influenced
their selection of instructional materials.
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Participants reported instructional effectiveness as the most important criteria for
selecting instructional materials. Textbooks and workbooks were chosen as the most
important type of instructional material in reading programs. Workshops were the
preferred type of support by elementary school teachers, particularly those that focused
on various types of instructional materials that supported goals per grade level. Peer
recommendations and assistance were among the most important support factors
reported. Highly valued were peer reviews and critiques regarding the quality of
textbooks and workbooks that support the districts‘ grade level curricular goals. These
results show that elementary school teachers consider peer recommendations to be very
important when selecting effective instructional materials. Important too is having time to
personally interact with peers to discuss recommendations and related needs (Schwab,
2002).
Summary
The research presented indicated that teacher beliefs and theoretical paradigms are
not major considerations in their day to day decision making about instructional practice.
Workshops, materials and manuals related to specific techniques are a preferred mode
and peer assistance and interaction are highly valued. Additionally, the internet offers a
wealth of ―how to‖ sites which provide teachers with long lists of ―what works‖ and
related materials. Many of these sites are authored by practicing classroom teachers and
thus, are perceived as providing credible information, albeit in the framework of a ―little
picture,‖ rather than within the larger framework of a coherent paradigm or model.
Teachers appear to want access to sources that will provide more immediate and practical
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solutions to their needs. Theoretical models and paradigms require an investment of time
and cognitive energy to synthesize and refine into useful or relevant practices.
Effective reading instruction for young children is paramount for their current and
future success in life. Teachers need reliable and trustworthy research in a coherent
framework to inform and guide their practices. Unfortunately, notwithstanding the
preponderance of reading research since “Why Johnny Can’t Read,” there still exists a
lack of consensus among the stakeholders regarding the benefits of existing models for
literacy instruction and acquisition. It is not evident that teachers have or endorse belief
systems which are coherent within these models nor have a conscious understanding of
the under girding knowledge bases. Even for those who may outwardly express relevant
beliefs, the research knowledge base indicates that they still may revert to their day to day
classroom experiences and practices and perpetuate these, thus building a more personal
culture of beliefs.
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CHAPTER THREE
METHODOLOGY
The purpose of this chapter describes the research methodology and the related
concepts, procedures and tools associated with this investigation. A description of the
purpose, the research design, population sample, procedures, instrument and statistical
methods that were used is provided below.
Purpose of the Study
This investigation determined early childhood educators‘ beliefs about early
literacy acquisition for young children from the theoretical perspectives of bottom-up,
top-down and interactive models. Moreover, another purpose was to know if these
beliefs were actualized for teachers by implementing the related classroom instructional
practices and further, whether these were distinguished by novice and experienced
teachers. Inherent in these perspectives were specific instructional beliefs and related
practices that on one end emphasized a more traditional, behavioristic kind of instruction
such as teacher transmission of content and rote learning. On the other end of the
spectrum is a constructivist approach which induces conceptual or holistic learning. Yet,
an interaction of these two indicates a third model which emphasizes a combination of
these beliefs. A final purpose was to determine whether these teachers perceived external
constraints on their autonomy to choose and use preferred models of literacy instruction.
Study Design
The research methodology used in this study is categorized as descriptive
quantitative research and more particularly, survey research. This design is a single
group, cross sectional quantitative descriptive methodology with purposeful selection of
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subjects, organized into novice and experienced groupings. The design was selected to
obtain self-reported data regarding the current status of the issues surrounding the
variable described in the statement of the problem. As noted, comparisons for the two
sub-groupings were made to determine if the data were distinguished in any way with
regard to teacher experience. The design also included a qualitative element with two
open ended items: one was designed to give meaning to the numerical scaling regarding
how the first stages of reading should be structured for beginning readers and the other
was to measure the degree of external constraints on teachers for using preferred
instructional models in their classrooms.
Population and Sampling
The population for this study is all West Virginia early childhood educators as
defined by the National Association for the Education of Young Children (NAEYC) who
teach pre-kindergarten, kindergarten, first, second grades and multi-age of the
compulsory elementary school years. According to the West Virginia Education
Information System (WVEIS) for 2008-2009, there are approximately 2000 teachers in
pre-kindergarten through second grades.
For this study, a novice was defined as a public school teacher with between 0 and
three years of full-time, classroom teaching experience. An experienced teacher was
defined as a public school teacher who had taught full time for four or more years. The
State of West Virginia and the National Board for Professional Teaching Standards
(NBPTS) use three years as the minimum teaching experience in a preK-12 setting to
differentiate novice and experienced teachers (National Board for Professional Teaching
Standards, 2008).
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The approximate sample size was determined by following the steps outlined by
Wimmer and Domincich (2008) with the size of the target population determined to be a
minimum of 322 respondents. The level of accuracy or confidence level was established
at CI 95% to indicate the margin of error. The CI 95% measured the certainty that the
survey results were within the margin of error, plus or minus. The number of surveys
needed to be returned was estimated using the calculator method, which included the
number of subjects in the target population (2000) and the associated p level (.05), plus or
minus 5. In this investigation with a target population of 2,000, 322 subjects were needed
for the sample, at the .05 confidence level. However, since the population was
distinguished by the teacher experience variable, a more purposeful and larger sample
size of approximately 400 was estimated to be needed to effect reasonable distributions
for the experience variable and to ensure representation.
Procedures
An application for the approval of Investigation Involving Human Subjects was
submitted to the Marshall University Institutional Review Board (IRB). A draft copy of
the approval letter can be found in Appendix A. Data collection did not occur until
approval was granted by the IRB. The survey instrument, Teachers’ Beliefs about
Literacy Acquisition Questionnaire (TBALQ), developed by Westwood (1997), was
identified and chosen from the research literature because its constructs were specifically
related to the variables in the investigation. Permission to use the TBALQ was granted by
the author via email. A copy of the email transmission can be found in Appendix B.
The TBALQ was piloted on West Virginia teachers to determine if items needed
clarity and if the structure and the format of the survey were user friendly. Additionally,
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an expert panel review was conducted by five current practitioners – classroom teachers
and higher education faculty involved in early literacy instruction. Results of the pilot
study and the expert panel were reviewed and the final format of the TBALQ was
prepared for transmission on the web-based survey tool, Survey Monkey.
Personnel at the West Virginia Department of Education helped procure email
addresses for all pre-K through 2 nd grade teachers. A cover letter explaining the study,
encouraging participation and assuring confidentiality was prepared for the subjects
involved. A copy of this letter is found in Appendix C. Instructions for computer access,
completion and submission were included in the email notification. Follow-up emails
were sent to respondents two days before submission deadline. Additionally emails were
sent to non-responders two and three weeks into the survey. The data was organized and
monitored using return receipts on Survey Monkey.
Instrument
Data Collection
The Teachers’ Beliefs about Literacy Acquisition Questionnaire (TBALQ) was
used as the primary data gathering instrument in this study. A copy of the survey can be
found in Appendix D. This survey was used to collect information and numerical data
about each of the research questions. The TBALQ is a self-report survey consisting of
three parts. The first part of the survey includes demographic information about
respondents‘ levels of teaching experience and current grade level assignments. The
second part consists of 24 belief statements keyed to a five point Likert rating scale to
indicate the extent of agreement with beliefs and the degree of influence that beliefs had
on implementation of related classroom practices. The third part of the survey consists of
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two items, one of which assessed respondents‘ position regarding their perception about
how the first stages of reading and writing should be structured for beginning readers.
The second item assessed respondents‘ perception of external constraints on their
autonomy to choose and use preferred models of instruction. Both of these items were
assessed using a 7 point continuum rating scale, and each included an open comment text
box to obtain related qualitative remarks. Following the final receipt of data on Survey
Monkey from respondents, data were then entered onto an Excel file which was then
exported to the SPSS framework for analysis.
Initial Reliability Assessments (Australia)
The original version of TBALQ consisted of 52 items or statements, formatted in
Likert style, which addressed aspects of early literacy learning and teaching. All
statements were derived from the research literature regarding whole language and
phonemic philosophies and related concepts and principles. Item content was also
adapted from an existing measure by Anderson (1994) which addressed parental beliefs
about early literacy acquisition. One final item was added to the scale at that time which
was designed with a 7 point scale for respondents to identify, along a ranking continuum,
their position regarding a teacher centered or child-center approach to teaching reading
and writing.
The TBALQ was initially evaluated in March 1995, by a small group (n =25) of
special education majors at Flinders University in South Wales. This review resulted in
the revision of several items that were ambiguous and the removal of several items that
did not specifically distinguish literacy beliefs at the ends of the continuum, i.e., from
teacher directed to child-centered philosophy. The authors did not identify the specific
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items removed or edited, but this procedure resulted in retaining 43 items. In May 1995,
a second draft of the survey was given to two groups of teacher education students at
Flinders University and an additional item was removed. At this point the authors began
to evaluate the instrument for content and concurrent validity and reliability (Westwood;
Redden, 1997).
Content Validity
Content validity was established by reviewing the most recent research literature
on early literacy instruction and learning. This version of the instrument also contained
sections which addressed these issues in regard to children with learning difficulties and
the need for related interventions. Concurrent validity was examined to determine how
well the overall responses by teachers on the TBALQ items corresponded to their
currently held beliefs about how to structure reading and writing instruction for young
children. For this assessment, the open item on the survey, which asked respondents to
rate from 1 to 7 the importance given to high or low structures, was correlated with the
overall TBALQ scores. On the first draft the r value reported was .53 and .56 on the
second draft of the survey. The authors noted the obtained validity coefficients are in the
range of such coefficients found for survey type measures, but these appear to be very
minimal in regard to R2 values.
Internal Consistency
Reliability of the instrument was obtained by giving the survey twice to the
sample of 33 teacher education majors at Flinders University. The interval between
testing was one week. Using the ―test-retest‖ method of estimating reliability, the authors
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noted a coefficient of .91. The internal consistency measure for TBALQ (Cronbach) was
.75.
A fourth draft of the instrument followed constructive feedback from a group of
30 inservice special educators attending a national conference. The entire section
concerning learning disabilities and interventions was removed since these items did not
specifically focus on early learning literacy. This resulted in the final version of the
survey with 25 items. The fifth and final draft of the survey was factor-analyzed using
limits of analysis by Adams and Loo (1993) and was determined to represent a single
factor or construct. Cronbach‘s alpha on this version was .75.
The TBALQ includes 8 items that are ―negatively‖ stated and thus provide a
―reverse polarity‖ option to diminish a ―response set‖ by respondents who might use a
consistent pattern of marking. These were accounted for in the scoring to reflect accurate
summated scores. Higher TBALQ scores indicated that the respondent favors a wholelanguage, child-centered approach to literacy while lower scores indicated a skills- based,
teacher-centered methodology. Scores in the mid-range indicated a balanced approached.
The authors did not set levels of categorical scores to equate with the three models or
approaches, only suggesting that researchers set these within the context of their
particular research subjects (Westwood; Redden, 1997).
West Virginia Reliability Estimates
For this investigation the current version of TBALQ was piloted on two groups of
educators in West Virginia between April and June of 2009. Group ―A‖ (19) and ―B‖
(23) represented inservice teachers from two rural counties in the southern part of the
state enrolled in graduate level courses in reading instruction. A third group ―C‖ (12)
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represented senior level, teacher education candidates enrolled in a required course for
reading instruction. In all, 54 subjects completed the TBALQ survey. Results were
examined overall for the groupings to obtain preliminary data for reliability analysis and
to obtain feedback about the clarity and appropriateness of the various items. Cronbach‘s
alpha was obtained for the Likert portion of the scale (Items 1-24). The overall
Cronbach‘s alpha coefficient was .619, which was in the low to moderate range of
reported reliabilities for these kinds of measures. Further, a test-retest reliability
coefficient was obtained for Groups ―A‖ and ―B‖ to further estimate the reliability of the
scale. This resulted in a correlation coefficient of .736, which is in the moderately high
range. Further reliability analysis was obtained on the research sample at the completion
of data collection resulted in Alpha values of .694 and .859.
In addition to these quantitative measures, the scale was examined in a qualitative
manner by an ―expert‖ panel, consisting of 4-5 experienced, early childhood education
professionals from public school settings and higher education. This review focused
upon the specific items on the survey including its composition, clarity and relevance to
literacy instructional models. The panel individually assessed the survey with a set of
closed response items and their feedback was to be used in making revisions to the
survey, if needed. However, no significant revisions were recommended. A copy of the
panel questions can be found in Appendix E.
Data Analysis
Quantitative data related to the research questions guiding the investigation were
analyzed using a combination of descriptive and inferential techniques. These are noted
below and were accomplished using version 17.0 of the Statistical Packages for the
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Social Science (SPSS). In addition to the quantitative analysis, related open-end text
boxes were structured for two items in Part III of the survey which assessed respondents‘
perceptions about how the first stages of reading and writing should be structured and
whether they perceived external constraints on their preferred methods of teaching
literacy. These comments are aggregated per each item and the full body of remarks is
found in Appendices F and G.
Statistical Analysis
The following data analysis procedures and techniques were used to obtain the
needed results for analysis of the related research questions.
1. Compared mean, median and modal scores for top-down and bottom-up
items to determine if the items clustered into the theoretical models.
2. Determined if a discrepancy existed between respondents‘ beliefs about
literacy instruction and the degree of influence on implementation in the
classroom (Wilcoxin Signed Ranks Test).
3. Conducted analysis for differences in frequency rankings for respondents‘
self-reports about how the first stages of reading and writing were
structured (Chi-Square Test of Homogeneity).
4. Obtained a statistical comparison of overall mean scores (ranks) of the
level of external constraints on using preferred models of teaching (ChiSquare Test of Homogeneity).
5. Obtained a statistical comparison of overall mean scores (ranks) of beliefs
and degree of implementation between novice and experienced teachers.
(One-Way Analysis of Variance).
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6. Obtained Cronbach‘s Alpha reliability coefficient for 24 items on Part II
for the research sample in the current investigation.
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CHAPTER FOUR
DATA ANALYSIS AND RESULTS
This chapter presents an analysis of the survey research which employed an
explanatory ―QUAN-Qual‖ mixed method of data analysis (Creswell, 2005). While
quantitative survey data were the primary source for the investigation, open-ended
qualitative data were obtained to give additional meaning to the overall results of survey
items and to extend potential findings. The overall purpose of the survey was to
determine the beliefs of West Virginia early childhood educators regarding literacy
acquisition and if these beliefs influence their implementation of instructional
methodology and related practices. The six research questions that follow were posed to
understand more about the beliefs guiding classroom practices of teachers; whether
teachers gave fidelity to these beliefs in their instruction; how novice and experienced
teachers might self-evaluate their own beliefs and practices; what types of constraints
might be preventing their use of preferred literacy models; and whether the instrument to
be used for assessing beliefs is a reliable tool for such research.
The instrument, Teachers’ Beliefs About Literacy Questionnaire (TBALQ), is
comprised of three sections. Part I contains demographic information coded in regard to
years of teaching experience and grade level teaching assignments. Part II of the survey
contains 24 descriptors of literacy beliefs coded to a five-point rating scale from 1 (high
agreement) to 5 (low agreement). The scale is further keyed to two, corresponding
assessment dimensions: the level of belief and the degree of influence on instruction
regarding each descriptor for literacy acquisition. Part III of the survey addressed two
quantitative-qualitative items, based on frequencies, to determine respondents‘ overall
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theoretical position on literacy instruction and also to know if there are constraints, by
policy or expectation, to use a particular model of literacy instruction in their teaching
contexts. These two items included text boxes to encourage open comments.
Population and Sample
The subjects for the investigation came from a purposeful population of 2000
West Virginia classroom teachers in PK-2 grade levels currently employed in all 55
county school districts. The population was further distinguished as experienced and
novice teachers. The Teachers’ Beliefs about Literacy Acquisition Questionnaire
(TBALQ), as described above, was used to measure teachers‘ beliefs about literacy
learning and the degree to which teachers are influenced by these beliefs for
implementing classroom practice. A complete copy of the instrument is found in
Appendix D.
A sample size calculator was used to determine the size of a representative sample
(Wimmer & Dominick, 2008) from the population. A sample size of 325 was calculated
to be necessary to generalize to the parent population calculated at the 95% percentile (p
<.05), with an error estimate at plus or minus 2.18. The actual return of 427completed
surveys exceeded that error margin on the upper bound and is believed to be a sample
that is very representative of the numbers in the population.
Demographic Information
Sample data were obtained from practitioners in all 55 counties in the state of
West Virginia. Of the 427 surveys returned, 9.7% of the respondents had taught three
year or less and 90.3% had taught for four or more years. This is not an unexpected
proportion of those in the 0-3 years of experience grouping, given that new teachers
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employed annually in West Virginia represent approximately 10% of the population.
Current grade level assignments were reported as follows: Pre-kindergarten: (17.3%):
Kindergarten: (34.4%); First Grade: (20.1 %); Second Grade: (19.3 %), and Multi-Age
(9 %).
Research Questions/Data Analysis
Research Question One
Are early childhood educators’ beliefs about early literacy acquisition related
to the theoretical implications of bottom-up, top-down or interactive literacy
instruction?

Appendix I contains a complete listing of the 24 descriptors found in Part II of
the TBALQ and each is identified as either a top-down or bottom-up model of practice.
These descriptors identify concepts and practices that potentially influence early
childhood teachers‘ day to day instructional activities. Specifically, top-down descriptors
are most associated with ―whole language, child-centered‖ activities. For example, item
#9 (Direct teaching of phonics is unnecessary), a top-down practitioner would avoid
direct teaching of word decoding skills and related activities to break down the sound
meanings of letters. They would emphasize immersion in the knowledge of language
including the graphophonic, syntactic, semantic and pragmatic aspects of language
(Goodman, 1986).
Conversely, bottom-up descriptors identify practices most associated with teacher
control and direct instruction along each step. For example, item #7, (Beginning readers
should be taught phonics skills), bottom up practitioners would teach the connections
between letter patterns and the sounds these represent. Phonics instruction requires the
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teacher to provide students with a core body of information about phonics rules or
patterns and engage learners in repetitive practice.
Theoretically, when a respondent indicates considerable agreement with the items in a
given model, it is assumed likewise that they use complementary instructional practices.
It can also occur that practitioners will choose practices from each model, creating a
third option known as a mixed or interactive model. Did the results of the survey indicate
any trends in regard to these model assumptions?
Table 1 shows the mean, median and modal scores of the cluster of 8 items for the
child-top-down, child-centered model. Low average scores (less than 3.0) mean that
respondents are in agreement with practices related to the top- down model. However,
respondents‘ scores averaged 3.41 on the 5-point scale which is moderately toward the
low agreement side of the scale. In fact, seven of the eight values fell across the low
agreement midpoint. Item #19 of the survey (Spelling is best learned incidentally) with a
mean of 2.75 and a mode of 3 fell below the midpoint, indicating high agreement. This is
the only rating that is in sync with the top-down model. The strongest rating was for Item
#9 (Direct teaching of phonics is unnecessary) which received a mean rating of 4.28 and
a mode of 5. This expressed considerable disagreement with the idea that phonics should
not be taught directly. Over 85% of the respondents replied in the low agreement range
for this item. Interestingly, regarding implementation, only about half of the respondents
indicated that the belief influenced their practice.
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Table 1
Descriptive Statistics for Top Down, Child-Centered Items
Item Descriptor

DIFFERENCE IN SKILLS
BEGIN #1
LEARN TO READ #5
DEVOTE TIME TO WORD
STUDY #3
NOT DIRECTLY TEACH
PHONICS #9
PROFICIENT READERS
#11
SPELLING IS MORE A
MATTER OF VISION #22
SPELLING IS LEARNED
BEST INCIDENTALLY #19
SPELL NATURALLY #2

N

Sum

410

1306

410

Mean

Median

Mode

3.19

3.00

4

1288.

3.141

3.00

3

412

1417

3.44

4.00

4

412

1763

4.28

4.00

5

412

1393

3.38

3.00

4

412

1553

3.77 4.00.

4

412

1134

2.75 3.00

3

412

1368

3.32 3.00.

3

Four of the eight items had modes of 4 which again placed these in the low agreement
region. These included items #1 (There is very little difference in the skills needed by
beginning and proficient readers); #22 (Learning to spell depends almost entirely on
vision); #3 (Devoting specific time to word study in isolation is undesirable); and
#11(Proficient readers pay very little attention to details of print when reading).
Disagreeing with these practices meant that respondents endorsed bottom-up constructs.
Two items were at the midpoint or moderate range of ratings. These included #5
(Learning to read should involve attending closely to the print on the page) and #2
(Children learn to spell in the same natural way they acquire oral language skills). These
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results were mixed in that print awareness is a practice associated with bottom-up
structure and there was modest agreement about this. Learning to spell naturally is a top down construct which also showed modest agreement.
Overall, these results were in the low agreement region and leaned respondents
more so to a bottom-up, direct instruction orientation. The greatest disagreement was for
item #9 (Direct teaching of phonics to young children is unnecessary), which to do so is a
mainstay for bottom-up reading instruction practitioners. Overall, the data indicated that
educators‘ beliefs are mixed in regard to complete clustering at either end of the topdown, child centered or bottom-up, teacher centered scale.
Regarding the cluster of items associated with the bottom-up model, Table 2
below shows the mean, median and modal scores for the related 16 items on TBALQ.
The mean score for these16 items was 2.78, which placed between the high and moderate
agreement range. Twelve of the 16 items had values less than 3.0, all of which also
placed on the agreement end.
Two items addressing spelling practices (#16 and #18) respectively placed slightly
onto the low agreement side, with values of 3.10 and 3.21. These items related to the use
of spelling lists for instruction. There was moderate agreement that this is a good
practice. A value of 3.60 and a mode of 4 for item #17, (Invented spelling creates bad
habits) is a reverse polarity item which indicated agreement that this practice creates bad
habits. Mean scores for all other items ranged between 2.21 and 2.87 which indicated
agreement for the use of the related practices. The highest agreement (2.21) was for Item
#5 (Attending closely to the print on the page) which is a practice related to learning to
read. Experiences with print have been shown to play an integral part in learning to read
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and an understanding of conventions, purpose, and the function of print. Knowledge
about the conventions of print enables children to understand the physical structure of
written language and the conceptual knowledge that printed words convey a message or
contains meaning (Gunn, 1992).
Similarly, high agreements were found for Items #12 (Study of separate skills
such as comprehension, word recognition and phonics) and for #21 (Phonemic skills
predict spelling). These two items emphasize the use of phonetic principles for learning
to read and to spell. Similarly, there was agreement with Item #20 (Listening carefully to
the sounds of words) when learning to spell. Each of these items again reflects a mainstay
of direct instruction of phonics for bottom-up models.
Item #7 (Beginning readers should be taught phonics) is the exception in the table
with median and modal values of 5. These values indicated a very low level of agreement
that phonics should be taught. This item represents an ―outlier‖ effect on the scale and
resulted in the greatest level of disagreement among 385 of the 412 respondents. The
result was somewhat contradictory given that phonics instruction is well supported with
the results noted above. In effect, 15 of the 16 items related to the bottom-up model
showed respective agreements with these teacher-centered practices.
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Table 2

Mean, Median and Modal Values for Bottom-Up Descriptors
Item Descriptor

N

Sum

Mean

Median

Mode

ATTEND TO PRINT # 5

412

924

2.24

2

2

CONTROLED VOCABULARY# 8

412

1150

2.79

3

3

DIRECT INSTRUCT. OF SPELLING # 24

412

1060

2.57

3

3

FLASH CARD DRILLS #6

412

1072

2.60

3

3

412

1485

3.60

4

4

412

925

2.25

2

2

INVENTED SPELLING CREATES BAD
HABITS #17
PHONEMIC AWARENESS PREDICTS
SPELLING #21
REGULARLY TEST SPELLING WORDS

412

1091 2.65

3

3

412

1182 2.87

3

3

412

1172 2.84

3

3

STUDY SPECIFIC READING SKILLS # 12

412

928 2.25

2

2

TEACH PHONICS FOR BEGINNERS # 7

412

1610 3.91

5

5

TEACHERS CHOOSE SPELLING #14

412

1182 2.87

3

3

TEACHERS SELECT BOOKS #4

412

956 2.32

2

2

USE LISTS TO TEACH SPELLING #16

412

1279 3.10

3

3

412

1323 3.21

3

3

412

954 2.32

2

2

#15
SIGHT VOCABULARY IN ISOLATION # 10
SPECIFIC TIME SHOULD BE DEVOTED
TO SPELLING # 23

WORDS LEARNED FROM SPELLING
LISTS TRANSFER # 18
SPELLING INVOLVES LISTENING TO
SOUNDS # 20

Overall, the results for teacher beliefs about the two constructs or models of early
literacy instruction favored a bottom-up approach with the mode at or near the moderate
or interactive level. This suggests that the majority of respondents are most likely
practicing in an interactive mode in regard to the related principles, but with some
important emphasis being given to the use of phonics and direct instruction practices.
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Interestingly, notwithstanding the tendency toward the bottom-up model, the great
majority expressed very low agreement for directly teaching phonics to young children.
Teaching phonics is one of the mainstays of the bottom-up model.
Research Question Two
What is the relationship between early childhood educators’ beliefs about
early literacy learning and their implementation in day to day classroom
instructional activities and tasks? Was there a discrepancy between what
practitioners indicated as beliefs and practices?

To know whether a discrepancy existed between belief and implementation the
percentage distributions were compared for each code on the rating scale for all 24
descriptors. These were raw frequency data translated into percentages in each case for
the belief and implementation measures. An example of such a distribution is noted Table
3 below.
Table 3
Item # 9. Direct teaching of phonics is unnecessary as children learn all they need to know about the
alphabetic code by being helped with their daily reading and writing activities and by observing others.

1 - Very High

2 – High

3 - Moderate

Level of
Agreement

1.4% (6)

3.6% (15)

10.4% (44)

Degree of

14.9% (63)

18.7% (79)

14.9% (63)

4 – Low

34.4% (145)

26.3% (111)

5 - Very Low

Response
Count

50.2% (212)

422

25.1% (106)

422

When a discrepancy exists, the percentage rankings between belief and
implementation levels are disproportional. The percentage ratings for belief agreement,
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e.g., will cluster in one column while the ratings for implementation may cluster in a
different column. Having no discrepancy is indicated by clustering near or at the same
point on the scale. The various distributions for all 24 descriptors can be seen in
Appendix H.
Initially, the Wilcoxin Signed Ranks Test, a non-parametric statistical hypothesis
test, was used to test the overall level of discrepancy between early childhood educators‘
beliefs about early literacy learning and implementation in their day to day classroom
instructional practices. It is a repeated measures technique used when the same subjects
are measured on two different dimensions to compare differences on the dimensions.
Table 4 summarizes the frequencies for negative and positive ranks. Negative ranks
indicate the number of cases where the implementation ranking was lower than that of the
beliefs ranking. Positive ranks indicate the number of cases where the ranking for beliefs
was greater than that for implementation. It is the discrepancy between these ranks that
reflects significance, when present. Ties refer to cases where there were no differences
between the two measures.
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Table 4
Mean Negative and Positive Ranks for Implementation and Beliefs

Sum of
N
SUM OF DI BELIEFS

Mean Rank

Ranks

Negative Ranks

164

a

234.55 38465.50

Positive Ranks

216

b

157.06 33924.50

c

Ties

12

Total

392

a. SUMOFDI < BELIEFS
b. SUMOFDI > BELIEFS
c. SUMOFDI = BELIEFS
*DI – Degree of Implementation

Tests of significance are shown in Table 5 and were obtained using two models: the
usual probability and p level of occurrence (Asymptotic) and a Z transformation of the
probability levels. The results of the comparison showed no significant differences
between belief and degree of implementation overall (p > .05).

Table 5
Test Statisticsb
SUMOFDI - BELIEFS
Z

-1.061

Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed)

.289

a

a. Based on positive ranks.
b. Wilcoxon Signed Ranks Test

These data indicated little discrepancy between belief and action, meaning that a
stated level of belief was usually consistent with a practice, in regard to the 24
descriptors. There may be various reasons for such an outcome including differences in
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practices at the various grade levels taught by respondents. A discrepancy could also
occur when there are expectations for certain practices in a given school context, even
though these may run counter to a belief. Notably in Table 4 there were 90 ―ties‖ in
ranks among the participants, meaning the level of belief and implementation was
essentially the same—no difference for these respondents. Even though that was not a
statistically significant event, 90 cases represented approximately 23 % of the sample,
which is an important outcome.
What specific items resulted in the greatest (and least) amount of discrepancy? The
result for Item #9, for example, (Direct teaching of phonics is unnecessary), showed that
85% of the respondents indicated low agreement in regard to the beliefs, which meant
that the practice is necessary. However, in regard to implementation, about 50%
indicated that the belief influenced their practice. For item #11, (Proficient readers pay
little attention to the details of print), the belief rating was low in agreement, while for
implementation the rating was moderate. The belief rating for Item #19, (Spelling is best
learned incidentally) was in the low agreement range. At the implementation level, the
rating was in the moderate range, which indicated that practitioners probably practiced a
mix of direct and incidental methods of spelling instruction.
Items showing the least amount of discrepancy between ratings are important
information because these indicated areas where respondents were in high agreement
about their beliefs and practices and also indicated some consistency with which reading
literacy is being conceptualized and taught. One such item (#6) is the use of flashcard
drill for sight vocabulary. The distributions of the ratings for belief and implementation
were at the 48% level for high agreement; 34% at the moderate level; and about 17% at
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the low agreement level. Item #8 (Graded reading schemes using controlled vocabulary)
likewise showed similar results—very little discrepancy between belief and
implementation, with the greatest frequencies in the moderate agreement category. For
item #21 (Phonemic awareness skills), the rating percentages in each of the five codes
had but fractional differences. A full listing of all 24 items and the related distributions
can be seen in Appendix H.
Whether respondents agreed, disagreed, or were mixed about these items, there was
consensus between belief and implementation. In some cases, there were modest
discrepancies in the results but, overall, the data showed consensus between belief and
implementation. Again, the 90 ties mentioned previously pointed to an important
percentage of respondents who approach these with moderate agreements or
disagreements and most likely practice within an interactive model.
Research Question Three
To what extent do early childhood teachers self-rate their general position
about early literacy instruction as child centered or teacher directed? Specifically,
to what extent do early childhood teachers agree that children’s literacy instruction
should be grounded in immersion or whole language activities or be a matter of
teacher directed and highly structured literacy activities?
The assessment of respondent‘s perception about the level of structure needed for the
early stages of reading and writing was obtained using a 7-point continuum rating scale,
with top- down, child centered structure at one end (1) and bottom–up, teacher
centered structure at the opposite end (7). Frequencies obtained for each of the
numerical ratings were then statistically compared. The continuum is based upon seven
rating points. Ratings in the cells for 1, 2, and 3 represented results of perceptions about
early literacy acquisition associated with the top- down or immersion model. Ratings in
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the cells for 5, 6, and 7 indicated results related to bottom-up or teacher centered
structure. Ratings of 4 indicated a mixed perception or interactive approach to structure.
The final results of these ratings are given below in Table 6, which also shows an average
rating of 3.83.
Table 6.
Continuum Ratings for Top-Down and Bottom- Up Structure.

(1) Immerse
the child in
stimulating
reading/writing
environment.

14.7 ( 61)*

2

9.1% (38)

3

13,7 %
(57)

4

30.3 (126)

5

15.1 (63)

6

8.4 %
((35)

(7) Directly
instruct child in
component
skills for
reading/writing.

Rating
Average

8.7 % ( 36)

3.83

Approximately 32% or 134 of the respondents coded in the bottom- up, direct
instruction regions. Almost 38% or 156 coded in the top-down, immersion regions.
About 30% or 126 chose the middle or moderate range. The frequency for bottom-up was
slightly greater compared to top-down. Overall these data indicate slight agreement
among respondents for the top-down model and its practices. This result is somewhat
inconsistent with the data found on the full survey. Mean scores for the teacher
experience variable resulted in a mean of 3.62 for 0-3 years and 3.86 for four or more.
This outcome is consistent with the data in Table 6. Mean score averages for the
immersion variable by grade level varied a bit as follows: Pre-kindergarten (2.78);
Kindergarten (4.21); First Grade (4.22); Second Grade (3.97) and Multiage (3.42).
Interestingly, from Pre-kindergarten to Kindergarten, the emphasis on teacher direction
increases significantly.
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To determine the presence of significant differences in the proportions for the
seven categorical ratings in Table 6, a Chi Square Goodness of Fit Test was obtained.
These results are summarized below in Table 7 below which shows the frequency data
distributed for cells on the immersion side of the continuum. Data were arranged to
indicate the number of cases observed for respondents who marked a given rating. These
were then compared to an expected value, which was a percentage of observed to total
number of cells (e.g., 408/7).
The largest difference, and the major source of variation, occurred for moderate
immersion and was the outcome that most likely produced the significance (.000)
obtained in Table 8. However, the combined frequency ratings in 1, 2 and 3 resulted in
an obtained value of 150, which is at least a minor source of variation. This was
confirmed indirectly by the mean score of 3.83 for all values, which resulted in slight
agreement toward the immersion or child-centered approach to literacy. Figure 1 in
Appendix J illustrates the distribution of the degrees of immersion to direct instruction
across the seven codings.
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Table 7
First Stages of Reading and Writing Structure
Observed N

Expected N

Residual

IMMERSE IN STMULATING
READIND/WRTING

58

58.0

.0

IMMERSE 2

38

58.0

-20.0

IMMERSE 3

54

58.0

-4.0

125

58.0

67.0

DIRECT INSTRUCTION 5

62

58.0

4.0

DIRECT INSTRUCTION 6

33

58.0

-25.0

36

58.0

-22.0

ENVIRONMENT

MODERATE IMMERSIONDIRECT INSTRUCTION

DIRECT INSTRUCTION IN
COMPONENT SKILLS FOR
READING AND WRTING
Total

406

Table 8
Test Statistics
FIRST STAGES OF
READING AND
WRITING
STRUCTURE
Chi-Square
Df
Asymp. Sig.

103.966

a

6
.000

Although there is a difference in the frequencies favoring the immersion model, that
difference is relatively small. But it is an interesting outcome, when considering previous
data noted that showed a slight favoring for the direct model and bottom-up practices.
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Analysis of the open ended portion of this question revealed comments that were
consistent with the results of the continuum ratings. Of the 149 surveys with comments,
20 of the early childhood educators remarked that the top-down approach was the
developmentally appropriate method for literacy instruction as ―children are not ready for
highly structured instruction this early‖ and that ―children learn by seeing and doing not
sitting and listening.‖ Seventeen teachers indicated that bottom-up was the best
instructional modal as ―children need routine and direct instruction to become proficient
readers‖ and that ―structure is necessary and so much of our language is not phonemically
consistent and spelling correctly doesn't just happen. It needs to be instructed, corrected,
and reinforced.‖ There were 62 respondents who felt that a balanced approach was the
educationally sound method for delivering literacy instruction.
Comments such as the following reflected that belief. ―There has to be a
combination of both to reach the greatest number of students.‖ ―With many learning
strategies, the children differ in their abilities to learn and [and in] learning styles.‖ ―Early
childhood is a time for children to explore on their own through games and activities;
while there should also be a time for the teacher to address certain necessary skills
through a structured lesson.‖
Overall the open comments were consistent with the interactive theoretical model.
What this means is these respondents placed themselves in the middle as far as their
agreement with how young children acquire literacy.
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Research Question Four
To what extent do early childhood teachers perceive a constraint by external
policies and/or supervisory expectations on them to teach using a particular model
of early literacy instruction?
Respondent‘s perception about the level of constraint felt for using a particular
model of early literacy instruction was obtained using a 7-point continuum rating scale,
with low degree of constraint keyed on one end (1) and high degree of constraint for
using a particular model on the opposite end (7). Ratings in the cells for 1, 2, and 3
represent results of perceptions for low levels of constraints for using a particular model
of early literacy acquisition. Ratings in the cells for 5, 6, and 7 indicate results related to
high levels of constraints of such use. Ratings at or near the midpoint of 4 indicate a
mixed or moderate perception about levels of constraint. Table 9 below shows the final
results of the ratings in each cell with percentages and related frequencies of response,
along with an overall mean score of 4.39.

Table 9.
Percentage and Frequency Distributions for Degree of Constraint on Preferred Use of Particular Models of
Early Literacy Instruction.

(1) Very
low degree
of
constraint
on me.

6.5% (27

2

3

4

5

6

(7) Very
high
degree of
constraint
on me.

11.5% (48)

12.7% (53)

22.7% (95)

13.9% (58)

17.7% (74)

15.1% (63)

Rating
Average

4.39

The ratings for low degree of constraint for using preferred models of instruction
(cells 1, 2, and 3) have a combined percentage of approximately 31% for 128
respondents. Conversely, ratings for high degree of constraint have a combined

81

percentage of approximately 47% for 195 respondents. About 23% or 95 respondents
chose a moderate rating. These results clearly show that there are constraints for using
preferred models or practices for a good many of the respondents.
To determine significant differences in the proportions of the ratings categories in
Table 9, a Chi Square Goodness of Fit Test was obtained per each of the rating
frequencies. Table 10 below shows the frequency data distributed for each of the intervals
on the constraints continuum. Data are arranged to indicate the number of cases observed
or respondents who marked a given rating. These were compared to an expected value,
which is a percentage of observed to total number of cells (e.g., 408/7). The greatest
single difference occurred for moderate constraints (93/408), which is likely the greatest
source of variability. However, a large combined value (191) for 5, 6 and 7 ratings
contributed to the variability at least as a moderate source. This combination indicated a
slight movement, overall, to the high constraint end of the scale. This is indirectly
confirmed by the mean value of 4.39.
Figure 2 in the Appendix K illustrates the distribution of the degrees of constraint
on methods of teaching across the seven coded categories. This figure clearly shows the
skewness of the frequencies on the high constraint end of the distributions. Nevertheless,
the Moderate categories show the single greatest frequency (95), and in combination with
the frequencies for ―low constraint,‖ add up to a large body of respondents who indicated
low constraints.
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Table 10
Degree of Constraint on Instructional Practices
Observed N
VERY LOW DEGREE OF

Expected N

Residual

25

58.3

-33.3

LOW CONSTRAINT 2

47

58.3

-11.3

LOW CONSTRAINT 3

52

58.3

-6.3

MODERATE CONSTRAINT

93

58.3

34.7

HIGH CONSTRAINT 5

57

58.3

-1.3

HIGH CONSTRAINT 6

73

58.3

14.7

VERY HIGH CONSTRAINT

61

58.3

2.7

CONSTRAINT

Total

408

Table 11 below notes a statistically significant difference (p < .0005) between the
observed and expected frequencies for the continuum ratings. These results confirm, to an
extent, the discrepancy data noted above in regard to belief and implementation in that
one may be implementing models and respective practices that may run counter to their
beliefs given the expectations of supervisors and other entities.
Table 11
Chi Square Test Statistics
DEGREE OF CONSTRAINT ON
METHODS OF TEACHING
Chi-Square

46.417

Df
Asymp. Sig.

a

6
.000

a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected frequencies less
than 5. The minimum expected cell frequency is
58.3.

Analysis of the open ended comments for the constraint variable revealed that of
the 105 early childhood educators who responded, 21 indicated a high degree of
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constraint on practices. Two respondents commented that ―scripted programs allow for
little or no variance to address specific needs‖ and ―our county requires us all to teach the
same way to ensure consistency.‖ There were 34 comments pertaining to particular
methodologies and programs that were adopted locally for teachers to use. Several
examples of these exemplified the lack of compatibility with the teachers‘ beliefs about
literacy instruction: ―Our district is more interested in programs rather than student
success‖; ―Counties are out of touch with what is in the best interest of the students.‖ ―I
would much rather have a low degree of constraint but we are obligated to follow CSO‘s
[Content Standards & Objectives] and a very hard reading series, –much too hard for K.‖
The remaining teacher comments were about classroom issues that either
enhanced or impeded learning, such as ―…not enough time in the day to reach all
students‖; ―….too many policies inhibit teacher autonomy‖; ―Children learn by
doing/seeing, not by listening/hearing‖; ―You have a wide gap in the abilities of children
coming into Kindergarten; some can write their names and others have no idea; some
know their letters and some don‘t.‖
Overall, these comments were consistent with the fact that early childhood
educators are implementing models and/or practices in their respective classrooms that
may contradict their beliefs about how young children acquire literacy. They are also
quite concerned about how to meet and move forward with children who bring a wide
range of social and academic readiness levels to the classroom from home. Although this
is a different kind of restraint, it is compelling in the face of not leaving children
―behind.‖
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As a corollary analysis, these data were examined in regard to the various grade
level assignments noted in the description of the population and sample. There was an
interest in the levels of constraints that may have existed across the various instructional
assignments. These data were treated as a post hoc analysis. Cross tabulation frequency
data were obtained regarding the seven degrees of constraint across each of the five grade
levels. Of interest were the combined frequencies for the 5, 6 and 7 codings which
indicated high levels of constraint. Because the numbers in the sample sizes were
disproportional across the grade levels, the combined ratings were translated into a
percentage of the whole.
The following percentages of ―high constraint‖ were found: Prekindergarten (25);
Kindergarten (52); First Grade (55); Second Grade (53) and Multi-Age (42). The latter
figure is based upon the smallest sample size of 33. All others ranged from 76-141.
About half of the respondents in kindergarten and first and second grades showed high
constraint levels. About one-fourth of those in Prekindergarten expressed high
constraints. The latter was not surprising given the lesser kinds of pressures and
expectations for achievement compliance that what are found in the first and second
grade levels.
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Table 12 below summarizes the cross tabulation data.
Table 12
Cross-Tabulation For Degree of Constraint on Methods of Teaching by Grade Level

Current Grade Level
PREKINDE KINDERGA
RGARTEN
VERY LOW DEGREE

SECOND

MULTI-

GRADE

GRADE

AGE

Total

9

10

1

3

2

25

LOW CONSTRAINT 2

16

12

6

8

5

47

LOW CONSTRAINT 3

14

17

9

8

4

52

18

29

19

19

8

93

HIGH CONSTRAINT 5

9

20

11

12

5

57

HIGH CONSTRAINT 6

4

30

16

17

6

73

6

23

15

14

3

61

76

141

77

81

33

408

OF CONSTRAINT
Degree of

RTEN

FIRST

Constraint
on

Methods of MODERATE
Teaching

CONSTRAINT

VERY HIGH
CONSTRAINT
Total

Research Question Five
Are there differences between novice and experienced early childhood teachers
regarding their beliefs about early literacy learning and their implementation in day
to day instructional activities and tasks?
Because of the disproportional percentages of respondents with four or more
years of experience (90%) compared to those with three or less (10%), a random
selection process was utilized to obtain an equitable number of subjects for the
experience variable. A sample size of 77 was obtained for 0-3 years and 81 for four or
more years of experience. A small discrepancy between sample sizes occurred due to
missing data in some cells. These data were analyzed using a ―change statistics,‖ OneWay Anova model which included a pre and post test format, along with an independent
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variable. Analysis is made simultaneously for the dependent measures (beliefs and
implementation) and is then distinguished by the experience grouping variable.
Table 13 shows the related descriptive statistical data.
Table 13

Descriptive Data by Practitioner Experience Levels and BeliefsImplementation

Beliefs

Implementation
0-3 Years

N
39
Mean Score
68.8
Std. Deviation 8.9
Std. Error
1.42
95 % CI
66-72
Minimum
44
Maximum
90

4 Years +
42
68.4
8.6
1.33
66-71
52
89

Total
81
68.6
8.7
.97
67-71
44
90

0-3 years

4 Years +

38
62.3
13.3
2.16
58-67
32
96

39
65.7
14.5
2.31
61-70
30
107

Total
77
64.2
13.9
1.59
61-67
30
107

Variability for the measures (beliefs and implementation) was determined to be
essentially equal following the results of Levene‘s Test of Homogeneity of Variance, (p
.791 for Beliefs and p > .05 for Implementation. Test of significance data confirm the
small differences in mean scores noted in Table 13 regarding the outcomes for the
experience variable (F (1, 79),=.041, p > .05). In effect, the experience of the teachers
was not a distinguishing factor in regard to beliefs and implementation, other than the
variability noted above. However, this finding is offered as a limitation due to the
procedure that was followed to select equitable sample sizes.
The experience variable was of interest in regard to the effect that it might have
had on selected descriptors which addressed the teaching of phonics. Mean scores for
belief and implementation were examined for each of three descriptors: #7 (Teach
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phonics skills for beginning readers); #3 (Devote time to word study skills is
undesirable); and #21 (Phonemic awareness predicts spelling). Table 14 below shows
the pairs of mean scores for each of these by experience levels. There is very little
difference in the mean scores for these pairs within and between the cells, which again
indirectly confirms the lack of an effect by experience. However, this finding is also
offered as a limitation because of the disproportionate sample sizes noted earlier.
Table 14
Mean Scores for Selected Phonemic Items by Respondents Experience Level

YEARS OF
TEACHING
EXPERIENCE
0-3

Mean

YEARS

TEACH

TEACH

DEVOTE DEVOTE

PHONICS

PHONICS

FOR

FOR

TIME TO TIME TO PHONICS PHONICS
WORD

WORD PREDICTS PREDICTS

BEGINNERS BEGINNERS STUDY

STUDY SPELLING SPELLING

LA

DI

DI

LA

LA

3.80

1.60

2.65

3.45

40

40

40

1.436

.778

3.92

DI

2.18

2.33

40

40

40

1.075

1.037

781

997

1.53

2.90

3.44

2.25

2.30

372

372

372

372

372

372

1.383

.735

1.037

1.071

.946

964

FULL
TIME

Std.
Deviation

4 OR

Mean

MORE
YEARS
FULL
TIME

Std.
Deviation

Research Question Six
To what extent does the original TBALQ reliability of scale estimate compare to
that derived from the current sample investigated?
The development of the TBALQ grew out of the author‘s need of an instrument in a
research project gauging the change in teacher attitudes and beliefs as result of
participating in in-service programs for literacy instruction (Westwood, Knight &
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Redden, 1997). Item selection occurred through several phases of literature review
focused upon whole language philosophy in regard to an ongoing debate in Australia
[and in the U.S.] about the effectiveness of phonemic structure and related direct
instruction skills for teaching early literacy. The initial development of the instrument
was also influenced by the work of Anderson (1994) who designed a similar survey to
address literacy issues with the parents of young children. The end result was the
selection of 61 items, including the open ended item which addressed the level of
structure and immersion per the 7-point rating scheme.
This version of TBALQ initially was evaluated in 1995 in South Wales, Australia
on a sample of 25 senior level, special education majors in a university teacher education
program. Several items were eliminated and minor revisions were made to item wording,
although the authors do not report any specific reliability estimates at that time. Later that
year a second draft was given to two groups of university graduate students on two
different occasions, which resulted in an internal consistency measure of .75, using
Cronbach‘s Alpha. This revision eliminated all items in a category related to special
learners. A fifth and final draft followed and Chronbach‘s Alpha on this version
estimated again at .75. By this time the number of items on the survey was reduced to 24,
along with the open ended continuum item. One other study investigated TBLAQ as an
outcome measure for change in teacher beliefs. The author, Westwood (1996), reported
that the instrument ‗proved to be sensitive‘ to changes in teacher beliefs, although no
reliability estimates were reported (Westwood, 1997).
For the current investigation, reliability was initially tested on two different
samples of classroom teachers from two rural counties in southern West Virginia. A third
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group, senior teacher education majors, was added which resulted in a sample of 54
subjects who completed the survey. The overall alpha coefficient found for these subjects
was .619. A follow-up ―test-retest‖ reliability was obtained on 24 subjects matched from
the two rural samples to further estimate the reliability of the scale, which resulted in a
correlation coefficient of .736. The former value (.619) was less than expected but the
latter estimate (.736) was in line with the standard of such estimates for reliability.
Together, these two estimates indicated that the scale was useful and that greater
reliabilities may be forthcoming with the larger and more homogeneous sample for the
current investigation.
Reliability estimates for TBALQ in regard to the research sample in this
investigation were mainly concerned with the internal consistency of the scale. Overall,
would these items consistently measure the same underlying construct? Data were
collected from 410 respondents who fully completed the survey. Initially, the data for the
beliefs portion of the survey were examined using Cronbach‘s Alpha (SPSS, 17). These
results are shown in Table 15.

Table 15
Reliability Statistics Beliefs

Cronbach's
Alpha Based on
Cronbach's

Standardized

Alpha

Items
.694

N of Items
.705

24

An alpha of .694 is very near the level of .70, which is an acceptable standard for
Chronbach‘s Alpha in conventional behavioral and educational research (Pallant, 2007).
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Since the scale was adapted to include the measure of degree of influence on
implementation, it was necessary to obtain a reliability estimate of the results for beliefs
and implementation. Was the internal consistency of the scale coherent with that
addition? Table 16 below shows an alpha level of .859, which is in the preferred mode of
scale values for Cronbach and suggested very good internal consistency (De Vellis,
2003).

Table 16
Reliability Statistics (All)
Cronbach's Alpha

N of Items

.859

48

That value further suggested that the current instrument can be reliably used in
similar investigations in the United States, with the caution that internal consistency is
always a matter of the population and sample under investigation. Consequently,
reliability estimates must be calculated on each and every sample and not assumed
because one is using a ―reliable‖ scale.

Summary
In summary, the research data showed that respondents‘ beliefs about literacy
acquisition clustered primarily in the interactive category which indicated that they
believe a blending of the bottom-up and top-down approaches is necessary for reading
instruction.
The relationship between early childhood educators‘ beliefs and implementation
in the classroom indicated that there is a strong correlation between what they believe and
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what they do as far as instructional practices for teaching young children to read. In
some cases it may mean that they will practice a bottom–up, teacher centered approach
and yet in others, they may use a top down, or child-centered approach. Overall, the
survey data showed that they slightly favored bottom-up practices in their day to day
approach to teaching young children. The one exception to this trend was the low
agreement noted by 85% of the sample for not teaching phonics to young children. This
outcome could likely have been a matter of the distribution of respondents from the
various grade levels taught. Over 50% of the sample included pre-kindergarten or
kindergarten teachers who may tend to use immersion practices for teaching letter and
word meanings. Remarks from the qualitative portion of the survey also indicated that
respondents prefer a blend of the two approaches and that they perceived that to be
developmentally appropriate. However, there were those who indicated that ―after
kindergarten‖, structured experiences and direct instruction for learning should be the
mode.
The research data, overall, showed that respondents felt somewhat constrained
with what they are able to implement in their classrooms and this contradicted what they
believe are best practices for teaching reading. However, the numerical data for this
outcome were minimally beyond a moderate level, with a mean of 3.83. The qualitative
portion of the constraint variable revealed stronger sentiments. These comments
emphatically indicated that many teachers perceived constraint from various external
policies and local expectations, which inhibited their ability to teach each child in a
developmentally appropriate manner. Yet, there were others who did not feel constrained
and indicated that using mandated programs maintained instructional consistency.
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These data were not distinguished by teaching experience levels of respondents.
Whatever the level of beliefs held and implemented in practice were not a matter of the
number of years of full-time teaching in early childhood settings. However, this finding is
limited because of the disproportion of respondents in the two experience categories.
Over 90% had four or more years of experience while less than 10% had been teaching
for three years or less. Even though these samples were statistically equated, the results
associated with the experience variable cannot confidently be concluded.
The reliability estimates for TBALQ for the sample in the investigation appeared
to be reliable estimates of the population given the significance of alpha and the overall
strength of the correlations. The estimate for the one dimension rating (level of belief)
was very near the .70 standard for Chronbach‘s Alpha. Further item analysis of the data
set showed that all items were contributing to the overall reliability and that no items
were identified that detracted from the estimate. The reliability estimate for the two
dimension rating system (level of belief and implementation) yielded a substantial r value
(.859) and no items were identified that detracted from that estimate. Overall, the
estimate indicated that the scale was useful for its purpose in this investigation and for
similar investigations.
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CHAPTER FIVE
SUMMARY DISCUSSION, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Summary of Purpose
This study was conducted to determine the beliefs of West Virginia early
childhood teachers about early literacy acquisition for young children between the ages of
3 and 8 and the degree of influence that these beliefs may have had on their choice of
instructional methodology and related classroom practices. Further, it was the intent to
determine if classroom teachers clearly identified themselves regarding such beliefs in a
theoretical dichotomy of top-down, child-centered or bottom-up, teacher-directed
philosophy. Inherent in these two perspectives are specific instructional beliefs and
related practices that on one end emphasize a traditional, behavioristic kind of instruction
such as teacher transmission and more direct control of the learning setting, while on the
other end, that place an emphasis on the immersion of children in constructive learning
environments with the teacher as a facilitator.
In the bottom-up model the teacher chooses or needs to be direct, i.e., to control
the specific instruction and related activity in the classroom. This is most likely to occur
in circumstances where new and important content and skills are to be learned and which
is the basis for building subsequent learning. In the top-down model, the teacher is less
direct, and immerses the child in a print rich environment where emphasis is placed on
making meaning from text and creating expression in reading and writing. Yet, an
interaction of these two yields a third model which emphasizes a combination of the
various practices related to these beliefs. Practitioners in the latter context are likely to
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choose practices based upon variant needs of the children and the instructional
circumstance, given that they possess the related knowledge base.
The overall assumption for these models is that literacy beliefs beget practices,
i.e., a belief consciously held will manifest itself in a given literacy practice, whether it is
teacher-directed, child-centered or interactive. Thus, having a set of appropriate beliefs
about literacy acquisition is an important knowledge base for teachers.
That importance has been stressed by many early childhood education advocacy
groups and entities who are advocating that these youngsters are given developmentally
appropriate language and literacy experiences by teachers sensitive to these needs. A
concern is whether practitioners commonly hold the appropriate beliefs, and if so, are
these being actualized in day to day classroom practices. In the era of public laws such as
the Individuals with Disabilities Education (IDEA) and No Child Left Behind (NCLB) ,
public school programs have been and continue to be under tremendous scrutiny from
political bodies and local school expectations to significantly raise school achievement—
particularly for math and reading literacy. Strong annual compliance levels have resulted
in schools and classrooms becoming highly structured and content centered to enhance
the performance of students on state mandated standardized tests and related local bench
marks. Are teachers able to sustain ―belief fidelity‖ and related instructional practices
within these structured instructional circumstances? Do beliefs, once held, become
constrained in practice by these events and the related pressures? Is there a discrepancy
between the literacy beliefs of early childhood practitioners and their classroom
practices? This chapter discusses the conclusions and implications of these issues for the
literacy education of young children in West Virginia.
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Summary of Demographics
The practitioners referred to in the investigation represented a purposeful
population of 2,000 West Virginia classroom teachers in PK-2 grade levels currently
employed in all 55 county school districts. The population was further distinguished as
experienced teachers (4 or more years) and novice teachers (0-3 years). Additionally the
population was coded for grade level assignments for respondents in their current
teaching contexts in five categories: preschool, kindergarten, first grade, second grade,
and multiage. The population was generated from official personnel data from the West
Virginia Department of Education, Office of Special Programs.
To determine a sufficient sample size from the population a sample size calculator
was employed (Wimmer &Dominick, 2008). Based upon a 95% tile confidence interval
and a 5% margin of error, a minimum sample size of 322 subjects was needed to ensure a
statistical representation. A sample size of 410 respondents returned fully-completed
surveys which exceeded the minimum number noted above. Sample data were obtained
from practitioners in all 55 counties in the state of West Virginia. Of the 410 surveys
returned, 9.7% of the respondents had taught three years or less and 90.3% had taught for
four or more years. This was not an unexpected proportion of those in the 0-3 years of
experience grouping, given that new teachers employed annually in West Virginia
represent approximately 10% of the population. However, it did result in a
disproportional representation of these subjects and unequal sample sizes in regard to
statistical analysis.
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Summary of Methods and Instrument
The study was a mixed-methods design to capture quantitative and related
qualitative data. These data were collected using an adapted version of The Teachers’
Beliefs about Literacy Acquisition Questionnaire (TBALQ). The instrument is comprised
of three parts. Part I contains demographic information coded in regard to years of
teaching experience and current grade level teaching assignments. Part II of the survey
contains 24 descriptors of literacy beliefs coded to a five-point rating scale from 1 (high
agreement) to 5 (low agreement). The scale was further keyed to two, corresponding
assessment dimensions: the level of belief and the degree of influence on implementing
instruction regarding each of the 24 descriptors for literacy acquisition. The inclusion of
the two-dimension assessment scale was one of two adaptations made to the instrument
by the researcher.
Part III of the survey included two items designed to assess 1) the respondent‘s
overall theoretical position in regard to how literacy instruction should be structured; and
2) whether respondents perceived external constraints, by policy or expectation, on their
choice of instructional models. The later item was the second adaptation made to the
original survey. Each of these items was set to a 7-point rating continuum with 1
indicating a high agreement rating and 7 indicating the lowest level of agreement.
Additionally, these two items included text boxes to encourage open comments. Of the
410 respondents, more than one-third offered written comments in regard to each of these
two items.
Reliability estimates for TBALQ in regard to the research sample in this
investigation were mainly concerned with the internal consistency of the scale. Initially,
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the question was whether the original 24 items on the survey would consistently measure
the same underlying construct on the current sample. Data were collected from 410
respondents who fully completed the survey. The estimate for the one dimension rating
(level of belief) was very near the .70 standard for Chronbach‘s Alpha. Further analysis of
the data set showed that all items were contributing to the overall reliability and that no
items were identified that detracted from the estimate, or that needed to be eliminated
from the scale. The reliability estimate for the two dimension rating system (belief and
implementation) yielded a substantial Pearson r value (.859) with no items being
identified that detracted from that estimate. The reliability data for TBALQ obtained for
the sample in the investigation appeared to be good estimates of the population given the
significance of alpha and the overall strength of the correlations. Overall these estimates
indicated that the scale was useful for the purpose in this investigation and may be useful
in similar, future investigations of literacy acquisition variables.
A combination of descriptive and inferential statistical techniques was utilized
throughout to assess the numerical significance of teacher beliefs and the implementation
of related instructional practices. These included Chi-Square Test of Homogeneity,
Wilcoxin Signed Ranks Test and One-Way Analysis of Variance techniques. While
quantitative survey data were the primary source for the investigation, open-ended
qualitative data were obtained to give personal meaning and insight into the overall
results of the survey data and to extend potential findings. Qualitative comments were
examined to identify particular themes or issues related to the immersion or constraint
variables. These will be discussed throughout the remainder of the chapter.
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Summary: Research Questions and Related Discussion and Conclusions
1. Are early childhood educators‘ beliefs about early literacy acquisition related to
the theoretical implications of bottom-up, top-down or interactive literacy
instruction?
Although respondents overall slightly favored a top-down, child-centered approach
toward literacy acquisition, the majority of practitioners in this investigation did not
cluster into the polarized, theoretical implications for top-down, child-centered or
bottom-up, teacher-centered literacy models that were suggested by Westwood (1997).
For the most part, practitioners identified levels of practice most associated with a
moderate or interactive range of practice. It appeared that practitioners were in fact being
"practical" and were not being swayed by the theory behind the respective models. They
used what seemed to be the most effective practice in a given instructional circumstance
across grade level assignments.
Overall, the data from this study showed that a blending of top-down and bottomup approaches is considered best practice for reading instruction. The report of the
National Reading Panel on Teaching Children to Read (2000) conveyed that highly
effective reading programs provide effective instruction and that the instruction provided
by the teacher is the single most significant determiner of a child‘s reading achievement
once he or she enters school. Evidence-based, highly effective reading teachers create a
print rich environment which is highly interactive for students. A variety of interesting
and appropriately challenging reading and writing materials is provided, including not
only good literature but also books and materials that are informational. Effective
teachers provide skill and strategy instruction in the essential components of reading
complete with interventions and multiple instructional strategies due to their
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understanding that a ―one size fits all‖ approach to teaching does not work. Classrooms
are organized so that students‘ needs are immersed in whole group, small group and
independent settings (National Reading Panel on Teaching Children to Read, 2000).
These best practices are in fact a blending or a balance between the two reading
methodologies. There is systematic instruction in skills and strategies from the bottom-up
approach, but also multiple, top-down, child-centered opportunities for students to
interact with books and writing opportunities in a variety of settings which are elements
of the top-down methodology. The challenge is for teachers to have a substantial
knowledge base related to practices from both models and the vision to know when and
what to choose depending on the developmental needs of the children and the
circumstances of given lessons or tasks (National Reading Panel on Teaching Children to
Read, 2000).
Walther (1998) studied the balanced approach in two first grade classroom with
teachers who blended their literacy instruction. The author found that when given the
right materials, professional development opportunities and instructional autonomy,
teachers are able to blend instruction to better meet the individual needs of their students.
Similarly, Carr (2007) studied two groups of first graders, one of which received
balanced literacy instruction while the other received a traditional skills approach. The
results from this study showed that teachers who utilized a balanced literacy approach
yielded higher achievement test scores than did traditional skills method of instruction.
2. What is the relationship between early childhood educators‘ beliefs about early
literacy learning and their implementation in day to day classroom instructional
activities and tasks? Is there a discrepancy between what practitioners will
indicate as beliefs and what they will note as practices?
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An important focal point of the investigation was to ascertain whether
practitioners were consistent in belief and action. The results of the TBALQ survey data
indicated that respondents were mixed regarding their beliefs about early literacy learning
and their implementation of literacy instruction in the classroom. In some cases, there
were modest discrepancies found in the results but overall, the data showed a good
consensus between belief and implementation among the respondents, regardless of
model preference. That consensus was mainly driven by a concentration of ratings at the
interactive or moderate levels across the 24 descriptors. Ratings for 19 of the 24
descriptors showed the greatest frequencies for belief and implementation at the
Moderate cell on the survey. Of the remaining five descriptors, three were in consensus
as well but at the high end of the scale. These three items related to the teaching of
phonics and the majority of respondents indicated high agreement that these are
necessary practices.
Research supports the importance of the relationship between early childhood
educators‘ beliefs and the practices that are being implemented in the classroom. Metsala
and Wharton-McDonald (1997) collected information about reading instructional
practices and the teacher‘s fidelity to their practices. They found that the most skilled
reading teachers were masterful at handling time, materials, student behavior, and
creating high expectations with a real sense of purpose and direction with each lesson.
The most skilled teachers also create a print rich environment, provide varied materials,
use skill and strategy instruction on a daily basis and adapt their instruction to meet the
needs of their students through a carefully constructed balance of assessment and
instruction. These kinds of activities specifically reflect a balance of top-down and
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bottom-up literacy practices and do not imply that discrepancies exist because
respondents may choose between the models. In other words, choosing practices from
both models that are believed to be appropriate for a given instructional circumstance
does not necessarily imply a discrepancy in belief and action. This is supported by Zhu
(1992) who found that there is a significant relationship between teacher beliefs and
teaching practices because what teachers do is generally consistent with what they
believe is developmentally appropriate practice in their classrooms. However, Zhu‘s
subjects included only preschool and kindergarten teachers.
In contrast, Taylor, Blum and Logsdon (1988) suggested that teachers who subscribe
to the advantages of an ―interactive‖ model of literacy instruction beliefs may not
necessarily use that model in their classrooms. They noted several barriers to its use
including the lack of alignment with required content standards at a given grade level and
the lack of a substantial knowledge base that would be inclusive of the great many
practices found in the interactive model. That is, respondents may note the value of such
an approach but may lack the extensive skills and methodologies for whole language and
skills based techniques. In effect, the authors believe that in these circumstances, teachers
will choose ―what they know how to do.‖
3. To what extent do early childhood teachers self-rate their general position about
early literacy instruction as either child-centered or teacher-directed?
Respondents rated their general position about how early childhood literacy instruction
should be more or less structured using the 7-point continuum rating scale with
percentages distributed within each coding. The item focused on how the first stages of
reading and writing should be structured for young children from child-centered
(unstructured) on the one end to teacher-directed (highly structured) on the other end.

102

These data reflected that the greatest percentage (30) of respondents clustered at the
moderate immersion rating. However, the overall mean score of 3.83 showed a slight
favoring of child-centered or immersion structure for literacy instruction. This is
somewhat in contrast to the overall results of the eight scaled items on the survey related
to top-down practices. Respondents rated these eight practices slightly on the low end of
the agreement scale, with the exception of one practice.
The conclusion is that respondents generally indicated that they favored a less
structured approach for teaching the initial skills for reading and writing. However,
regarding the associated items on the survey, they indicated agreement with beliefs
related to with the bottom-up model or teacher-directed model. This was affirmed also by
the mean scores obtained across the grade level assignments for immersion, with the
exception of the mean score for pre-kindergarten.
Open comments on the qualitative portion of the self-rating for structuring first
stages were consistent with their general position on immersion and structure. Of the 147
comments, many supported the finding above regarding the favoring of the top-down
approach. Various comments indicated that consensus such as, ―balance is important,
however immersing the child in a stimulating environment helps to motivate and bring
excitement to literacy activities‖; ―there should be a balance between the two but young
children do not learn well when the curriculum is too structured and controlled.‖ More
extensive quotes were also given:
Direct instruction is essential for most students to become successful
readers. However within the reading instruction, students need to be
immersed in language, books, etc. Integrated instruction of reading,
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writing, spelling, Lang. Arts, in my opinion, is the best way to help young
children become totally literate.

You have to immerse children in print! Some of the instruction I feel
should be direct instruction and planned but also some should happen due
to students being immersed in reading and language. If children do not
like reading and attend to it then they will have a more difficult time
learning to read. Reading is essential for life.

I feel there needs to be a balance between the two, rather than one right
way. I have taught long enough to have been through both extremes in
prevailing wisdom, and have always found that a balance is most
successful.

As a Pre-K teacher, I have a little of both. My students have access to
pencils and paper to write as they want, and books to look at as they want.
But we also do a daily reading lesson focused on one book, and I give
them more structured writing time during stations.

The overall conclusion is that respondents believe that skill instruction is
necessary; however, in the early years it does not surpass the importance of students
fostering a love of literature and the enjoyment and motivation to read that comes along
with engaging activities in a literacy rich atmosphere. The full body of open comments
can be accessed in Appendices F and G.
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4. To what extent do early childhood teachers perceive a constraint by external
policies and/or supervisory expectations on them to teach using a particular model
of early literacy instruction?
On the 7-point rating continuum, respondents averaged 4.39 which indicated
overall agreement that constraints were operating in their teaching contexts for using
particular models of literacy instruction. This result confirmed, to an extent, the
discrepancy noted earlier in regard to belief and implementation in that one may express
beliefs but not necessarily be influenced to make instructional decisions or even be able
to given the nature of the constraint. This may be a matter of the policies that exist in a
given school or county that requires the adoption of certain programs or practices or the
influence of state/federal mandates for achieving compliance for annual goals, both of
which may run counter to beliefs and preferred practices. The tentative conclusion in
regard to these data is that many of the respondents perceived a constraint on using
preferred models or programs for literacy instruction. This was further confirmed by the
percentage of high constraints obtained for respondents across grade level assignments,
particularly for kindergarten (52%), first grade (55%) and second grade (53%). The most
constraints are likely to be in the grade levels where the most important reading skills are
to be learned.
The open comments detailed below give more meaning and insight into the issue
of constraints. The following kinds of comments selected from among the 105
respondents expressed this conclusion more strongly:
We were instructed to use our curriculum with "fidelity to the
core." I find this to be very constraining, as I much prefer to take content
standards and build my own lessons upon them. This gives me freedom of
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expression, and creativity, while educating students. I find the curriculum
to have a lot of needless (and time consuming) fluff. There are other
activities that are much more engaging.

Unfortunately as a nation, and state we have lost sight of what is
developmentally appropriate for young readers. I feel that we force
reading on our children at far too early an age, and some children just
developmentally are not ready to read.

Our county and state try to dictate what resources we can and
cannot use in the classroom, and I feel that I should be able to use
whatever we feel that the students we serve need in order to be successful.

There is too much testing is going on at the early ages and not
enough time for teachers to instruct. I want to teach each child. I take them
from where they come to me and help them to develop as much as they
can.
Our county really stresses using ONLY the provided reading series
to "maintain consistency" throughout our county from school to school. I
am lucky, though, to work for a principal that does allow me to
supplement the reading text with other materials. Some principals in our
county forbid that!
The overall conclusion is that there are constraints on teacher‘s preferences for
using various kinds of programs and practices. Most of these constraints are related to
local policy and expectations for using adopted reading and language programs or
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series at the county level. In some cases the constraint is indirect, i.e., the pressures to
reach compliance on standardized and bench mark testing dictate to an extent what
will be taught and how. Overall, these respondents expressed that they have a better
grasp of the needs of the students in their respective classrooms rather than do policy
makers or administrators. The full body of respondents‘ comments can be found in
Appendices F and G.
Good (1983) affirmed early on the effect of external constraints and mandates on
school personnel. Teachers today are under a great deal of pressure to ensure that the
students in their class do well on state mandated tests. This pressure can be felt at all
grade levels and creates an atmosphere in which teachers feel constrained by external
forces and are pressured to ensure that the future content to be tested on is carefully
structured and taught. However, policies cannot predict reading behaviors or problems in
students. The data from the current study showed that many of these teachers felt
constrained with what they have to implement in their classrooms and what they believe
to be best practice for their students. Teachers must decide which goal is most valuable
for their students because instructional goals and instructional problems are not constant
across students, teachers, subject areas or schools. Moreover, the insinuation that policies
and programs can provide the answer to problems encountered in the classroom
undermine teachers‘ confidence and willingness to draw on personal experience for
decision making.
As noted previously, many of the qualitative comments offered by respondents
confirmed this belief, and the following one stood out which expressed an indictment:
―the implications of NCLB act have imposed some inappropriate practices of
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reading/writing in the early years! The reading series we are expected to follow is NOT
developmentally appropriate; children are individuals with individual learning styles.‖
Reading success has a high correlation with teacher knowledge and skill.
Teachers today must understand a great deal about how children develop and learn, and
how to assess and teach children in classrooms filled with student diversity. Competent
teachers make the difference in effective reading instruction and are armed with
knowledge about differentiation and individualization of instruction (Snow, Griffin, &
Burns, 2005).
5. Are there differences between novice and experienced early childhood teachers
regarding their beliefs about early literacy learning and their implementation in
day to day instructional activities and tasks?
An important question in the investigation was whether the classroom teaching
experience levels of respondents would distinguish any differences in regard to beliefs
held and practices implemented. Would less experienced teachers, recently exiting from
their teacher education programs, be more idealistically, child-centered compared to their
experienced peers who have been on the line for a greater period of time. Results showed
that the experience of the teachers was not a distinguishing factor in regard to beliefs and
implementation. There was very little difference in the overall mean scores for beliefs
and implementation. However, these results are inconclusive because of the
disproportional percentage of practitioners responding with four or more years of
teaching experience (90%) compared to their peers with between zero and three years.
Even though the statistical analysis for these results were insignificant, this finding is
offered as a limitation due to the procedure that was followed to select equitable sample
sizes and the resulting small numbers of subjects in these groupings.
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However, some research evidence exists regarding the effect of teacher experience
and relationship to fidelity to whole language methodology. Yoo (2005) studied the
literacy beliefs of 130 South Korean early childhood teachers coded by two experience
levels: 0-2 and 9 years or greater. The measure was a survey to identify the level of whole
language and teacher centered beliefs held by the respondents. Results showed that those
with 0-2 years of experience scored low on the whole-language side of the scale while
those with 9 or more had significantly higher scores. Yoo also found that those teachers
with the lowest level of academic training or degrees had lower scores than did their
peers with advanced training. These results suggest that experience and training do play a
part in the acquisition of beliefs and related attitudes toward a given model of instruction.
In contrast, Wrease (2004) studied 58 elementary school teachers‘ beliefs
regarding reading instruction and the effect on their instructional practices. He further
distinguished the sample by the number of years the subjects taught. Results of the study
showed no significant correlation between the number of years a teacher taught and
whether the teacher holds traditional or holistic beliefs.
6. To what extent does the original Teachers’ Beliefs About Literacy Questionnaire
reliability of scale estimate compare to that derived from the current sample
investigated?
This is the first study of its kind known in the United States that used the TBALQ
survey instrument to study teacher beliefs about literacy acquisition. The two previous
investigations using the TBALQ in regard to literacy instruction were conducted in
Australia. The initial reliability estimates for TBALQ were obtained on a small sample of
experienced teachers pursuing a bachelor‘s degree in special education. A final analysis
occurred with the survey being sent to over 100 classroom teachers, with instructions to
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―post responses anonymously to the authors‖ (Westwood, 1997, p.231). The final alpha
estimate on TBALQ was .75.
Initially, in West Virginia, TBALQ was piloted on two groups (n 54) of classroom
teachers enrolled in graduate level reading education courses and on 12 senior level
teacher education undergraduates completing a course in language arts. The alpha
estimate for this combined sample was .691. This was followed by a second pilot using a
random sample of 42 surveys from the two graduate courses noted above to perform a
test-retest reliability estimate, which resulted in an r value of .736. These reliability
estimates were reasonably good and pointed to an expectation for estimates to increase
with the sample of practitioners in the current investigation, given that the sample size
would be much larger and more homogenous in regard to literacy knowledge. The initial
reliability estimate for the 24 belief descriptors resulted in an alpha level of .694, which
was somewhat lower than expected, but acceptable. The second estimate was obtained for
the 24 descriptors by beliefs and degree of implementation, which resulted in an alpha
value of .85. Taken together these two estimates indicated that the current instrument
could be used reliably in the current investigation in the United States, with the caution
that internal consistency is always a matter of the population and sample under
investigation (and its sample size). Consequently, reliability estimates must be calculated
on each and every sample and not assumed because one is using an erstwhile ―reliable‖
scale.
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Recommendations for Further Research
A number of recommendations emerged from this study and its conclusions
regarding the effect and impact of West Virginia early childhood teacher‘s beliefs and
practices for literacy acquisition by young children in West Virginia.
1. While this study surveyed Pre-K through 2nd grade teachers it did not sort out
specific samples of preschool and kindergarten teachers, e.g., first and second
grade teachers, separately to know if these groups clustered more specifically to
the models on one end or the other. The emphasis for top-down and bottom-up
may vary per these groupings because of the developmental differences of the
children and the differences in the expectations for grade level curriculum.
2. Since the results of the investigation showed that the majority of practitioners
held beliefs and related practices more toward the ―middle‖ or the interactive
model, future professional development activities for personnel engaged in
literacy instruction for young children could focus on identifying those specific
practices within the model that are developmentally appropriate for the younger
age groups (Pre-K and K) and for the older groups (1 st and 2nd ). Loughlin &
Martin (1987), for example, argue that there is a close relationship between early
childhood levels and the whole language, child-centered approach.
3. Conduct a quasi-experimental study with groupings of practitioners clearly
identified as top-down, child-centered and bottom-up, teacher-centered to
determine the effects on the acquisition of selected baseline literacy skills for
young children.
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4. A good many of the respondents in the investigation wrote open comments
about how the first stages of reading and writing should be structured in regard to
immersion (child-centered) or highly structured (teacher-centered) activities.
Conducting a qualitative study regarding the ―immersion-structure‖ variable could
provide deeper meaning and insight into the various ways that practitioners do or
do not immerse children in literacy development and why.
5. Investigate the kinds of professional development programs and the amount
of time in which teachers participate which are specifically related to the
acquisition (and assessment) of appropriate teacher beliefs and principles related
to literacy instruction of young children.
6. Practitioners in the current investigation, as a whole, indicated levels of
―constraints‖ by state or local policies on their preferred practices. Open
comments on this variable resulted in a wide range of concerns and issues
regarding their autonomy to ―do what is best for my children.‖ A more definitive
qualitative investigation may identify more specific kinds of concerns, their
etiology, the effects on children‘s learning and what steps might be taken to
ameliorate these. Moreover, the ―constraints‖ variable may also be a useful focus
for early childhood professional development programs.
7. A teaching experience variable was included in the investigation coded in two
groupings: those with 0-3 and with those with 4 or more years of classroom
teaching experience. The results were disproportionate because the great majority
of teachers had four or more years of experience. In a future replication, the
design could be adapted to ensure a more equitable representation with sufficient
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numbers of subjects for the experience variable in order to reliably sort out
potential differences. Additionally, the experience variable could be coded to
include more variable groupings, such as 0-3, 4-7 and 8 or more years of
experience.
Summary of Conclusions
In summary, the results of this investigation showed that early education
practitioners did not necessarily cluster into top-down, child-centered or bottom-up,
teacher-directed models. The efficacy of these two models have been at the heart of the
debate for literacy instruction for the past two decades. Throughout the data it was clear
that respondents were able to recognize and perceive practices that are appropriate to
instructional circumstances whether these be top-down, bottom-up or interactive. A real
issue surfaced regarding state and local policy constraints which are deterring the use of
preferred practices for many of these practitioners. These are important implications for
state policy makers, local school administrators and supervisors who are responsible for
the development and maintenance of early childhood curriculum development and related
professional development activities for teaching personnel. It is important for all
concerned to carefully reflect on the influence, value and effect of different teacher belief
systems and to understand how these can be used to develop appropriate literacy
experiences for young children. Also, it is important that the circumstances under which
teachers may be inhibited for using appropriate practices be known and ameliorated. The
recommendations for further research noted herein can continue the search for such
understanding.
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APPENDIX B
Permission to use TBALQ email

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

peter westwood [sepsw@yahoo.co.uk]
Wednesday, January 14, 2009 10:00 PM
Securro, Sam
Questionnaire

Dear Sam
Thank you for your email.
You have my full permission to use the TBALQ instrument for research purposes.
Best regards
Peter Westwood
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APPENDIX C
Notification Letter and Initial Email Message
Greetings:
My name is Jennifer Mayo, and I am currently a doctoral student at Marshall
University Graduate College. I am writing to ask your help in a study of West Virginia
teachers being conducted as part of the requirements for completing my doctorate. Your
opinions will be very important to the success of the study.
It is my understanding that you are currently a full-time PK-2 West Virginia
teacher. You were selected from a list of teachers provided by the West Virginia
Department of Education. You are being asked to complete a survey regarding your
beliefs and practices about early literacy learning.
Your answers are completely confidential. Data will be reported in aggregate
form only with no identification of individuals. The identifying PIN number you are
asked to fill in on the survey will only be used as a method to send follow-up surveys to
non-responders. When you return your completed survey, your name will be deleted
from the mailing list. Your name is not connected to your answers in any way. This
survey is completely voluntary and you may decline to participant without penalty. If you
have any questions concerning your rights as a research participant you may contact the
Marshall University Office of Research Integrity at (304)696-7320.
If you would like to receive a summary of results, please send a message
indicating your interest to jennymayo@suddenlink.net. If you have questions, you may
also contact me at (304)342-6569.
Please answer all questions as honestly and accurately as possible. Please
complete the online survey by DATE. This survey will take approximately fifteen
minutes to complete. Go to the following website to complete the Teachers’ Beliefs
about Literacy Questionnaire (TBALQ):
http://www.surveymonkey.com
After reading the directions, you will be prompted to enter your PIN # _____. If you
have technical problems with the survey please contact me at
jennymayo@suddenlink.net.
Please accept my gratitude in advance for your cooperation and timely
participation in this research study.

Jennifer Mayo
Marshall University Graduate Student
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APPENDIX D
Teachers’ Beliefs about Literacy Questionnaire (TBALQ)

TEACHERS’ BELIEFS ABOUT LITERACY QUESTIONNAIRE TBALQ)*
Part I. Please complete the following information:
As of June 2009, how many years have you been employed as a full time teacher?
□ 0-3 years of full time teaching
□ 4 or more years of full time teaching
Current grade level:
□ Pre-Kindergarten

□ Kindergarten

□ 1st Grade

□ 2nd Grade

Rating Scales

Part II.
Following are 24 belief statements about the literacy
development of young children. Use the Level of Agreement scale to
indicate your level of agreement/disagreement for each statement. Use the
Degree of Influence scale to rate each belief statement as to the degree that
it influences decisions about your classroom instructional practices. In each
case, choose your response by circling the appropriate number.

Level of Agreement
1 – Strongly Agree
2 – Agree
3 – Uncertain
4 – Disagree
5 – Strongly Disagree

Degree of Influence
1 – Very High
2 – High
3 – Uncertain
4 – Low
5 – Very Low

Level of Agreement

Statement
1. There is very little difference between the skills needed by the beginning readers and those
used by proficient readers.

□ Multi-Age

Degree of Influence

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

2. Children learn to read in the same natural way that they acquire oral and aural language
skills.

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

3. Devoting specific time to word study in isolation is undesirable since this practice
decontextualizes a component skill of language.

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

4. Teachers should select books for children to read based on the difficulty level of the text.

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

5. Learning to read should involve attending closely to the print on the page.

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

6. Flashcard drill should be used to build up children‘s sight vocabularies.

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

7. Beginning readers should be taught phonic skills.

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

8. Graded reading schemes using controlled vocabulary should be used in classrooms.

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

9. Direct teaching of phonics is unnecessary as children learn all they need to know about the
alphabetic code by being helped with their daily reading and writing activities and by
observing others.

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

10. Sight vocabulary learned in isolation transfers to text reading.

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

11. Proficient readers pay very little attention to the details of print when reading.

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

12. For effective learning, literacy programs should be organized to allow for the specific study
of separate skills such as comprehension, word recognition and phonics.

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

13. Children learn to spell in the same natural way that they acquire oral language skills.

1

5

1

14. Teachers should choose the words children need to learn to spell.

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

15. Teachers should regularly test spelling.

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

16. The use of spelling lists is essential for learning how to spell.

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

17. Children‘s use of invented spelling reinforces bad habits.

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

18. Words learned in spelling lists are generally transferred successfully to children‘s writing.

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

19. Spelling is best learned incidentally through regular reading and writing activities.

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

20. Spelling involves careful listening to sounds within words.

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

21. Young children‘s phonemic awareness skills predict their ability to learn to spell in the
early years.

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

22. Learning to spell depends almost entirely upon vision (e.g. look-cover-write-check) rather
that attending to the sounds within words.

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

23. Specific time each week should be devoted to the explicit teaching of spelling.

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

24. There is an important place for direct instruction in spelling in the early school years.

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

2

3

4

2

3
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4

5

Part III. On the scales from 1 to 7 below, indicate your position concerning the two
statements. In each case, choose your response by circling the appropriate number.
Statement 1: How do you feel the first stages of reading and writing should be
organized for young children, from child-centered and unstructured (7) through teacherdirected and highly structured (1)?
__________________________________________
7
6
5
4
3
2
1
Immerse the child in

stimulating reading/
writing environment.

Directly instruct
child in component
Skills for reading/writing.

Statement 2: Indicate the degree of constraint from school/county/state policies or
expectations by school administrators about the use of a particular model(s) of early
literacy instruction and related practices you prefer?
__________________________________________
7
6
5
4
3
2
1
Very high degree of
constraint on me.

Very low degree
of constraint on me.

* TBALQ- full permission to use scale granted by author, Peter Westwood, in email
transmission, 1-14-09.
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APPENDIX E
Expert Panel Questions
Expert Panel Review. Teachers’ Beliefs About Literacy Questionnaire
Background: The attached survey is a tool which has been used in several research
projects over the past ten years. It was designed to assess early educator‘s beliefs about
literacy instruction for young children. The statements on the scale have been developed
to reflect recent research literature about whole language and phonetics/skills approaches
to teaching literacy. It will be used in a forthcoming research investigation with PK -2
teachers by a doctoral candidate at Marshall University Graduate Center. Beforehand, the
survey is being evaluated to up-date its composition and content. One method for doing
so is a review by experienced professionals in the area of early literacy instruction.
Directions: Please review the specific items on the attached survey and reply to the
questions noted below. In each case, feel free to identify specific items by number. We
also welcome and appreciate any ―open‖ comments about any aspect of the survey.
Thanks kindly for your participation.
1. Will the meaning of the terms and content in each item be clearly understood?

2. Do items assume too much knowledge for respondents?

3. Do the belief statements, as a whole, identify the important underlying aspects of
whole language and skills-based instruction?

4. As a whole, would these belief statements identify which of the two approaches (noted
above) a teacher might favor?

5. Are there specific items which you feel are not relevant and should be removed?

6. Are there items that you would add to the survey to reflect an important missing
element of whole language or phonics approaches?
Thanks kindly for your assistance. Return your replies in the self-addressed, stamped
envelope.
Jenny Mayo, Doctoral Candidate,
Marshall University Graduate Center.
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APPENDIX F
Respondents‘ Comments from the TBALQ regarding constraint
#
1

Sep 21, 2009 4:42 PM

Comments regarding constraint statement
I teach each child. I take them from where they come to me
and help them to develop as far as they can in my care.

2

Sep 21, 2009 5:29 PM

Too much testing is going on at the early ages and not
enough time for instruction.

3

4

5

6

Response Date

Sep 21, 2009 5:49 PM

Sep 22, 2009 2:04 AM

We are required to follow a state mandated phonemic
awareness program (research based). Research based
reading components are also state mandated at this time.
Writing skills are taught within the reading. children at an
early age no longer are required to be taught proper writing
skills in developing the proper manuscript or d'nelon (oops
on spelling).
The implications of NCLB act has imposed some
undevelopmental practices of reading/writing in the early
years! I do see some benefits of a reading block with
diferentiated instruction, but the reading series we are
expected to follow is NOT devlopmental. It assumes that
the majority of our students know their letters and are ready
to write words within the first 2 weeks!!! There is hardly
any phonemic awareness built into the Scott Foresman
series.

I enjoy pre-k because of the "freedom." I am not under
constraints to use models, series, etc. I am able to expose
Sep 23, 2009 12:23 AM the beginning students to the love of reading through
activities to reinforce needed reading skills.

Sep 27, 2009 8:08 PM

7

Sep 28, 2009 3:12 AM

8

Sep 28, 2009 2:51 PM

Our county really stresses using ONLY the provided
reading series to "maintain consistency" throughout our
county from school to school. I am lucky, though, to work
for a principal that does allow me to supplement the reading
text with other materials. Some principals in our county
forbid that!
I'm a senior teacher. If this same question was asked of a
younger teacher, the constraint should be higher based on
experience.
More constraints from WVDE are not as constraining as the
lack of literacy in the early years at home, including oral
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#

9

Response Date

Sep 28, 2009 2:53 PM

Comments regarding constraint statement
language development. Pre-K has not helped enrich
students literacy development as I had hoped it might.
Our county has been very supported, and we have lots of
materials and print to work with

I have taught for years to low income, rural students, and
have also read and studied widely in reading methods. I feel
I can teach my students better than someone who may or
10 Sep 29, 2009 12:41 AM
may not have been in the classroom for years, or not have
dealt with my population.

11 Sep 29, 2009 5:09 PM

12 Oct 8, 2009 4:57 PM

13 Oct 8, 2009 5:54 PM

14 Oct 8, 2009 7:11 PM

15 Oct 8, 2009 9:47 PM

Whereas the county feels that there is only one program that
does the job correctly, I have found that reading and writing
is best achieved by incorporating several ways until the
student feels comfortable and achieves personal satisfaction
in the way that they write.
The state is putting in so many programs that we don't have
the available time to teach what we know works.
Each year the constraint on Kindergarten teachers grows
and grows. Kindergarten in now very much what 1'st grade
was 15 years ago. Likewise, Pre-K is now the new
Kindergarten. The effort is admirable....but we have not
raised the entrace age into Kindergarten. A 5 yr old is still a
5 yr old. I find myself often retaining children born between
May and Sept. ( not as a rule, it just so happens that those
are the ones that end up needing extra time)....they just
aren't ready for the "structure" of the new Kindergarten
curriculum.
Unforunatly as a nation, and state we have lost sight of what
is developmentally appropriate for young readers. I feel that
we force reading on our children at far to early an age, and
some children just developmentally are not ready to read at
age 5.
Our CSOs drive our curriculum. We are mandated to dibel
in reading and math throughout the year. It is frustrating to
test kids during the first month of school - as a k teacher it
is irritating to send home reports saying work with your
child on blah, blah, blah - when I haven't even had a chance
to teach the concept. By the way, in my school if you are
not reading at the end of K you don't go to the first grade.
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#

Response Date

16 Oct 9, 2009 5:26 PM

17 Oct 10, 2009 8:04 PM

Comments regarding constraint statement
Go figure - lot of pressure for all of us involved in K. So the
theory of learning at your own pace is a nice but doesn't
happen in the teaching world for most public schools.
We are now being told exactly what to teach and how. We
have lliteracy coaches and required progarams to teach.
State CSOs state what is to be taught and teachers are
expected to teach them. County adopted texts are used in
reading instruction with very little flexibility or creativity
for teaching on the professionals part. Texts are scripted and
expected to be used verbatum.

Kindergarten teachers are expecting preschools to know all
18 Oct 11, 2009 11:26 PM letters and letter sounds before starting kindergarten.
We actually have a reading series! Math activities are on
paper! I refuse to do the mathematics on paper, I use
19 Oct 12, 2009 12:43 PM
manipulatives.
20 Oct 12, 2009 1:07 PM
21 Oct 12, 2009 4:32 PM

22 Oct 12, 2009 5:27 PM

23 Oct 12, 2009 5:46 PM

24 Oct 12, 2009 5:51 PM

25 Oct 12, 2009 6:54 PM

26 Oct 12, 2009 7:43 PM

Becoming more restrained due to federal requirements.
thematic units should be used more often
We follow the Creative Curriculum for pre-school and there
are some restraints ti what we are suppose to do and what
we are not suppose to do. This can be very frusterating.
If you are an effective teacher and children are being
successful, instructional choices should be made by the
instructor. Policies and expectations should be clear, but
teachers should be given several models to choose from.
Until all 4 yr. old children receive quality pre school I
would like to see some of the pressure removed.
In our county, this depends upon the principal. Our
principal places little constraints on use of time. Our county
board of ed. does tell us a good bit about what to use, but I
do not feel it controls my teachign of reading.
We had no real input into choosing the literacy program we
are using, but we have been able to get instruction on what
is important in learning to read and are focusing on
phonemic awareness more than in the past, and in a more
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#

Response Date

27 Oct 12, 2009 8:29 PM

Comments regarding constraint statement
organized fashion. Some constraints are necessary to be
sure all the kids are being given the same chance to learn
the basic skills (foundations) on which to build as they
advance in grades. Sometimes I'd prefer to have more
freedom about choosing books, stories, etc., but there had
been too much emphasis in the past on site words (county
wide) and as children reached 2nd and 3rd grade, they were
finding reading more and more difficult because they had
relied on memory and lacked decoding skills. I am hopeful
the current literacy skill building will correct those
problems and help children be better readers.
I believe that the WV Early Learning Standards Framework
supports meeting the diverse literacy instruction needs in
our preK classrooms. My school principal is quite
supportive of the early literacy experiences I offer in my
classroom.

Most of the time, you will hear statements that he will have
28 Oct 12, 2009 10:02 PM a secretary to fix this.
The state and county and federal govt. for that matter tell us
29 Oct 13, 2009 12:31 AM what to teach and when to teach it

30 Oct 13, 2009 2:08 AM

The higher officials put a lot of constraint on our
curriculum. My principal is a little more flexible.

Explicit phonics instruction is required. "Fidelity to the
core" is reqired by the County, however, my principal
respects my judgement and values my creativity, so I have a
31 Oct 13, 2009 10:13 AM
lot of flexibility in how I present skills. It also helps that my
DIBELS scores are usually high.

32 Oct 13, 2009 4:09 PM

33 Oct 13, 2009 5:36 PM

The state tells us what we have to teach and the school
administrators try to follow that.
There is too much to be taught and not enough time to teach
it all. The RTI is great for intervention but takes students
out of class and causes them to miss other important skills,
therfore; getting them behind in other ways.

County and State try to dictate what resources we use, and I
34 Oct 14, 2009 12:32 AM feel that I should be able to use whatever we feel that the
students we need.
35 Oct 14, 2009 10:42 AM We are for more interested in following models and plans
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#

Response Date

36 Oct 14, 2009 2:53 PM

37 Oct 15, 2009 1:47 AM

Comments regarding constraint statement
than helping children or working with children directly.
Our reading program meets the needs of our students.
In PreK I find administrative constraints to be minimal.
However I know my colleagues in K-2, find individuality in
teaching has been removed due to education policies.

There are so many requirements for having to teach
particular subjects for a specific period of time. I believe
spelling is important, yet due to schedules, I am only able to
38 Oct 15, 2009 12:02 PM
teach spelling for 10 minutes a day three times a week. That
is not nearly enough.
While there are constraints placed on the instruction of
young students, an effective teacher can work within those
constraints to meet the needs of individual children. This
39 Oct 15, 2009 12:29 PM
often leads to more complicated planning and
implementation.
The state and county mandate reading instruction practices.
I feel that we swing from total comprehension instruction
with little phonics to total phonics with little higher level
40 Oct 15, 2009 12:40 PM
thinking skills. We need a balance somewhere to
incorporate all the areas of literacy development.
Right now I am in a high degree of constraint situation. Our
41 Oct 15, 2009 12:43 PM school is not at its best.

42 Oct 15, 2009 5:23 PM

43 Oct 15, 2009 9:30 PM

44 Oct 15, 2009 9:48 PM
45 Oct 16, 2009 3:16 PM

I teach a Preschool Special needs classroom so I do not
instruct in spelling, but I do not like having to take
governemtnal restriction into considerations when my goal
is to instruct the children based upon what they need- not
what the government (powers that be) dictate or recommend
for my students.
Our reading program is completely structured for us and we
are to stick to the program faithfully. There is not much
room for anything outside the reading manual.
Guided reading is a must, as is literacy centers
EVERYDAY Monday thru Friday.
Although there is very little constraint on myself personally
my colleagues that teach kindergarten to second grade are
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#

Response Date

46 Oct 16, 2009 9:29 PM

47 Oct 17, 2009 3:59 AM

Comments regarding constraint statement
forced to teach using the same basal, and curriculum
system. From what I see the curriculum they use 'Learning
Focused' has a good goal, critical thinking. However it
seems to me that the program would be extremely difficult
to implement and some of the tasks would be far over
children's abilities in the early years.
Just want to spend more time teachin not testing
"Fidelity to the core" is the county motto. (Core being text,
text, text!)

Constraint is not the word I would use. Consistency is the
goal of the expectations that our progam has. The
expectations and requirements still allow for individual
48 Oct 17, 2009 11:25 AM
delivery of instruction, but they also insure that all students
are receiving the very best basic instruction possible.
Our county has adopted books and want us to go strictly by
the scripted books, which is not always the best way to
49 Oct 17, 2009 11:43 AM
teach your class.

50 Oct 17, 2009 3:39 PM

51 Oct 17, 2009 4:02 PM

52 Oct 17, 2009 6:11 PM

We now use a manual that we are to follow with the
instructions "fidelity to the core". I, however, try to
incorporate other ideas/activities when possible. Time
contraints make this more difficult on the first grade level
than it did with I taught on the kindergarten level.
The Pre K program keeps close tabs on us to make sure we
have a literacy-rich environment and do not do drill and
practice with worksheets.
We were offered orghton gillingham training (phonics) as
well as other multi sensory, vocabulary immersion training
courses. We are allowed to use a mixture of these
techniques t o best teach our students.

Our system has selected a reading series and expects
everyone to follow it. One model does not work for every
child.
I DO NOT THINK THAT WE SHOULD BE TEACHING
READING AND SIGHT WORDS IN THE BEGINNING
54 Oct 17, 2009 11:55 PM
OF KINDERGARTEN. I THINK THEY SHOULD BE
EXPOSED TO READING AND THE ELEMENTS OF
53 Oct 17, 2009 9:17 PM
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#

Response Date

Comments regarding constraint statement
READING READING FOR PLEASURE TO LEARN
THINGS. mAYBE IN THE SPRING YOU COULD
TEACH THEM SOME BASIC SIGHT WORDS.

We use such a prescriptive reading series that we don't have
time to use our own knowledge and creativity. School isn't
as fun as it used to be for children or for adults. There are so
many pieces demaned in order to complete the puzzle for
the teacher that we don't even have time to reflect and enjoy
55 Oct 18, 2009 12:52 AM our students. The kids feel this! It seems that it's occuring at
home and at school. They're told hurry, hurry, hurry all of
the time. I have five year olds falling asleep on the table
with their chubby pencils in their little hands. It breaks my
heart.

56 Oct 18, 2009 1:28 AM

I would much rather have a low degree of constraint but we
are obligated to follow CSO's and a very hard reading series
- much too hard for K.

In regards to our current state policy on reading instruction
and the RTI model, I wasn't a supporter at the time of the
proposal. However, I can see strong indications that most of
the current instruction has been beneficial. My lowest
readers are making strides using explicit phonics instruction
57 Oct 18, 2009 11:31 AM
and the RTI model. MY PROBLEMS are that we do not
have enough time in the day to devote to all we need to do.
Something needs to be taken away or our day needs to be
extended.

58 Oct 18, 2009 6:56 PM

Our school district are advocates of the basal reader system
supplemented by workbooks and worksheets. We are
moving away from that belief and beginning to use more
hands-on and interactive reading and writing activities.

Our county currently has an excellent balanced early
literacy program which incorporates guided reading and
shared reading. The Daily Five works well with this
59 Oct 19, 2009 12:15 AM program. I'm concerned that the new Curriculum Director
may make negative changes to this program because she's
not interesting in listening to teachers.
60 Oct 19, 2009 1:37 AM
61 Oct 19, 2009 3:10 AM

Children are individuals with individual learning styles.
You have to implement the models handed down by the
above, and there's little time for variance.
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#

Response Date

62 Oct 19, 2009 1:41 PM

63 Oct 19, 2009 2:02 PM

Comments regarding constraint statement
We have specific text that are to be used and curriculum
maps.
If your school, county or state have explicit policies and
expectations about using specific models and materials then
as a responsible employee you must abide by those
stipulations but it is always best for the child to enhance
those opportunities with varied models and materials. I have
never been told I could not augment my instruction with
supplemental materials.

64 Oct 19, 2009 4:08 PM

a great deal of emphasis has been put on reading and
writing in my school as well as county wide

65 Oct 19, 2009 4:20 PM

Being a Special Ed. teacher, I am able to use whatever
works in my classroom with any one of my students.

66 Oct 19, 2009 4:23 PM

I dirrerentialte my lessons according to student ability. I like
the freedom to design lessons for each group of students.

67 Oct 19, 2009 5:54 PM

The state requires me to provide examples of eading
opportunities.

68 Oct 19, 2009 7:58 PM

69 Oct 19, 2009 8:35 PM

My county purchased a basal program, but I can feel free to
use other materials (guided reading books, literacy centers,
technology etc.) as I see fit into my classroom.
The policy makers need to get in touch with today's kids

Our county uses Dibels testing in reading, which
incorporates phonics. I am a believer of teaching phonics in
the early grades and I am glad to see it being emphasized. I
do, however, also see the importance of combining phonics
70 Oct 19, 2009 10:48 PM with other tools for teaching reading, such as "whole
language approach". I think emphasizing just one approach
is harmful to the child.I do feel that there is pressure to
emphasize more phonics presently by policies in place.

71 Oct 20, 2009 6:13 PM

72 Oct 21, 2009 2:40 PM

I can take any county curriculum and incorporate it into
iteracy instruction beneficial for my students.
With the inception of RtI in the reading block and the push
for fidelity to the core the restraints on teaching the
standards has become unbearable!!! RtI has taken the fun
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#

Response Date

73 Oct 21, 2009 8:21 PM

74 Oct 22, 2009 5:24 PM

75 Oct 23, 2009 11:58 AM
76 Oct 23, 2009 1:53 PM

Comments regarding constraint statement
out of teaching and learning.
Students are taught phonemic awareness through the use of
hands on learning. Children who express a desire or need
more challenging work are given those opportunities.
I have a curriculur mapper that says when and what I teach.
I do have some flexability to how it is taught but I have to
follow the basal reader and teach the same things as the
other teachers in my school.
It's getting higher and higher every year.
In my county school system I feel that we are very
constrained by the county textbook adoptions.

The county needs to make sure that instruction is successful
in teaching students to read. As long as students are
77 Oct 24, 2009 12:54 AM successful, teachers should have some professional
freedom.

78 Oct 24, 2009 2:43 AM

79 Oct 24, 2009 3:57 AM

80 Oct 24, 2009 1:50 PM

81 Oct 24, 2009 2:46 PM

82 Oct 24, 2009 5:01 PM

83 Oct 24, 2009 5:36 PM

I agree with the methods that we are asked to use and mix
them with other methods that have worked for me in the
past.
As a veteran teacher, I should have the flexibility to use
stategies that I have found to be effective for students.
I have learned how to fit the policies with my teaching
style. Differentiating instruction allows me to meet the
students' needs and allows me to use my prefered
instruction. It's all about balance!
Time to teach is the biggest constraint on a teacher.
Scheduling the programs that are required from above
always take away from something. The key is to blend them
all into a even flow.
Teachers know best about their students!
They are creating a "Teaching for Dumbies" format which
takes all the creativity and decision making away from the
teacher - who knows the child best.

84 Oct 24, 2009 11:49 PM Why fix something that is not broken! All these programs
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Response Date

85 Oct 25, 2009 2:04 AM

86 Oct 25, 2009 4:34 PM

87 Oct 25, 2009 4:43 PM

Comments regarding constraint statement
have come full circle. I have taught for 31 years! I know
what works and doesn't. Let me teach and leave me alone!
All we do anymore is test and the fun is all gone!
I use the instruction provided by the teacher's guide, but I
am also able to bring in my own lessons and strategies that I
feel will work well with my students.
We actually use dibels and phonemic awareness screener
and phonic screener to drive our instruction in the K-2
grade levels. I feel that it works and have seen great strides
in these areas. Our students are increasing their fluency and
comprehension. The better the fluency the greater the
comprehension. I also feel that higher ed does not
adequately prepare future teachers in the area of phonemic
awareness and phonics. I have had contact with severa; new
teachers that had no clue as to what phonemic awareness it.
So I want to know where our colleges actually are when it
comes to teaching reading.
I have a masters degree in reading and I'd rather not be held
to policies.

sometimes I feel that the state and county folks making the
policies have been out of the classroom too long to realize
88 Oct 26, 2009 12:23 PM
what needs to be done

89 Oct 26, 2009 1:45 PM

90 Oct 26, 2009 1:48 PM

91 Oct 26, 2009 2:35 PM

What we teach is being more micro managed by the state
than ever before. It produces cookie cutter teachers. I like to
do what works best in my situation. When I am no longer
allowed to do that, I will retire.
We were instructed to use our curriculum to the core
"fidelity to the core." I found this to be constraining, as I
much prefer to take content standards and build my own
lessons upon them. This gives me freedom of expression,
and creativity, while educating students. I find the
curriculum to have a lot of needless (and time consuming)
fluff. There are other activities that are much more
engaging. Altough I still try to build my own, we don't have
enough planning time to accomplish this.
It seems the Kindergarten teachers and public view the
Early Childhood program as all play and no learning. They
do not know the objectives and goals of the Inquiry
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Response Date

92 Oct 26, 2009 4:06 PM

93 Oct 26, 2009 5:08 PM

94 Oct 26, 2009 5:50 PM

95 Oct 26, 2009 7:18 PM

Comments regarding constraint statement
Approach to learning for the Preschool program.
Because I am working with preschoolers and we are
working with the individual at each chuild's own speed, this
does not apply to my experiences. We offer many
opportunities for reading and writing and encourage each
child individually.
I feel they should monitor what teachers do in their
classrooms and step in when they see a teacher is not being
successful. However, if a teacher shows that she can be
productive, they should just support her every way that they
can.
Our school requires strict adherence to the reading
curriculum purchased by our district
The constraint I feel, as a preschool teacher, is the lack of
time. With the half-day programs, we have a difficult time
fitting in all of the prewriting and prereading activities that
we would like to do.

While I think there should be uniformity county wide in the
core literacy program, I feel that teachers should be free to
supplement that program using methods and strategies that,
96 Oct 26, 2009 10:33 PM
in their professional opinion, best meet the needs of their
students.
OUr county uses the creative curriculum for preschool and I
am in a Reading First School so I also incorporate that
reading program (Harcourt) into my day. I expose all
97 Oct 26, 2009 11:29 PM
children to letters/sounds and a literacy rich environment
and then take children that are ready to the next level.

98 Oct 27, 2009 1:22 PM

I must teach exactly what the state/county tells me to.
However I can use supplimental materials if needed for
extra practice.

Everything is scripted for us... I struggle to find time to
develop and enrich the student's lessons to make them more
99 Oct 28, 2009 12:47 PM
hands on and enjoyable for them.

100 Oct 28, 2009 8:25 PM

I feel every teacher is best left to their own creative
teaching style and strengths.

101 Oct 28, 2009 10:58 PM Most constraints in my county come from the county level.
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Response Date

Comments regarding constraint statement
My principal recognizes his teachers as professionals and
allows us to make educated decisions concerning
curriculum use.

102 Nov 1, 2009 11:57 PM

We are required to cover so much with not nearly enough
time to do it all. Childhood should be a journey not a race.

103 Nov 10, 2009 4:59 PM

Current use of Creative Curriculum does not provide
sufficient structured instruction for students who are not
acquiring skills from self interest.

104 Nov 11, 2009 5:27 PM

105 Nov 20, 2009 2:10 PM

I have taught Kindergarten for over 20 years. I feel I know
what the children need and how to meet their needs in
learning.
In pre-k the county curriculum allows me to teach to the
child's need.
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APPENDIX G
Respondents‘ Comments from the TBALQ regarding stages of reading
#
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

Response Date

Comments regarding stages of reading statement
I believe in differentiated instruction at all levels of literacy.
There needs to be a balance of phonemic awareness, phonics
Sep 21, 2009 11:39 AM
and whole language instruction when developing literacy.
If the child begins school without immersion in a stimulating
environment, then we play catch up, so some direct teaching
Sep 21, 2009 4:42 PM
is needed.
Children need to be read to on a daily basis but they also
need time to discover and learn needed skills to be a
successful reader. Not all aspects of reading are developed
Sep 21, 2009 5:49 PM with children. some can read extremely well but have no idea
about comprehension skills. Modeling is needed with
children in reading and writing.
Sep 23, 2009 12:23 AM

I feel there needs to be a balance of the two.

I think there needs to be a balance of both...a time for
children to explore on their own through games and activities
Sep 27, 2009 8:08 PM while there should also be a time for the teacher to address
certain neccessary skills through a structured lesson.
Sep 28, 2009 3:12 AM

should be some of both

Both methods have value, depending on the literacy level
and phonemic level of the individual-students with limited
proficancy beginning K need more direct instruction so as
Sep 28, 2009 2:51 PM
not to fall further behind, with immersion and high interest
as well.
Lots of immersion through print in the room and time to look
at books, letters... centers to practice reading and writing are
Sep 28, 2009 2:53 PM
a constant, but skills teaching is also needed.
I think the first stages of reading and writing should hav ethe
children surrounded by reading/writing. It should be fun,
entertaining, and interesting. The teacher should be there to
Sep 28, 2009 8:24 PM
support and scaffold their learning but the children should
not be sat down to learn and practice direct skills.

10 Sep 29, 2009 12:41 AM

I teach in a high-poverty, low education area. The students I
teach bring little knowledge of text or reading, listening,
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Comments regarding stages of reading statement
vocabulary, phonemic awareness, etc, to school. These
children need much more explicit instruction than those
children who come to school already highly knowledgable
about concepts of print and with a high vocabulary, who
would need a different type instruction.

As the child begins to express ideas, incorporate the skills
11 Sep 29, 2009 5:09 PM that they should use as they write. They need freedom of
expression first and then lead them to correct composition.
I believe a balanced approach is best.
12 Oct 7, 2009 8:12 PM
Using balanced literacy activities (modeled, shared, guided,
and indepedent reading and writing skills) is equally
13 Oct 8, 2009 12:10 PM
important in development early literacy.

14 Oct 8, 2009 4:27 PM

15 Oct 8, 2009 4:57 PM

16 Oct 8, 2009 5:54 PM

17 Oct 8, 2009 7:11 PM

Children learn differently. One way is not right. Children
need to be expose to multiple styles of teaching for the
teacher to know the style that best fits each child.
I previously taught first and second grade and it is difficult to
break the students habits of inventive spelling.
A child centered environment is not completely unstructured
(it has to be masterfully designed...by the teacher.) The
implementation of "centers' and what is made available is
determined by the teacher...and the teacher should be
involved in the use of the centers...keeping students on
task..and learning----and keeping the environment changing
and challenging! Each game or center ...though fun, must
also have a purpose. It can be as simple as including sales
papers in the "house center" and asking students to make a
grocery list before they switch centers. Writing, reading,
math, and problem solving should be the basis of all "childcentered" classrooms. A little more direct instruction does
need to be added each year as the children age.
I feel that placing a child in a print rich environment, and
sound rich environment is the most important introduction to
reading. If a child is surrounded by print, and hears letter
sounds and how they are used, and even has books read to
them daily this will directly influence their early literacy
skills. I feel that in addition to allowing this to take place
incidental learning of writing and reading in the pre-k and k
classrooms is very important.
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18 Oct 8, 2009 7:22 PM

19 Oct 8, 2009 9:47 PM

20 Oct 9, 2009 5:26 PM

21 Oct 10, 2009 8:04 PM

Comments regarding stages of reading statement
Students need to be taught skills and then be allowed to
explore their learnings with other students.
My kindergartgen students rotate in groups for both reading
and math (4 children per group) they do have some centers
that are free choice but some instruction on letter sounds etc,
still need to be introduced by the teacher. It takes a good
month for children to understand how to work in a group and
accomplish a task; otherwise they wind up walking around in
circles or rolling on the rug with their friends. It is dangerous
for a teacher to go too far on one end or the other of your
spectrum.
I teach very beginners and you have to have both teacherdirected and also immerse the children in stimulating reading
and writing environments.
Both components can be used successfully in the classroom.

Reading and writing skills require a lot of direction in the
early elementary grades. The foundation needs to be strong
22 Oct 11, 2009 11:26 PM
for future success in school.
Young children needf to have skills modeled for them, and
they need to have lots of practice. They need to have
retaught skills in which they are deficient. Centers should be
used only with children that have higher level skills,
23 Oct 12, 2009 11:50 AM
otherwise the child just wastes time or becomes frustrated.
That is ot to say that the teacher cannot do a stimulating
activity with the class or small group with guidance.
I think you need both immersion in a stimulating
24 Oct 12, 2009 12:00 PM environment along with direct instruction.
Children should have a blend of the two ideas. Every child is
different and has different needs. I base all my teaching on
25 Oct 12, 2009 12:02 PM the needs of my students. Some need more direct-instruction
and less child-centered and vice versa.
I have tried both methods, and everything in-between. When
they are developmentally ready for more, they will seek it 26 Oct 12, 2009 12:43 PM
and you will provie more.
27 Oct 12, 2009 12:43 PM

i actually believe it should be a combination of both.
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I believe that you can both immerse a child and directly
instruct using meaningful texts that the child is familiar with
28 Oct 12, 2009 1:07 PM
through the reading environment.
29 Oct 12, 2009 3:59 PM
30 Oct 12, 2009 4:32 PM
31 Oct 12, 2009 4:55 PM

I think children learn by example.
Read orally and discuss as much as possible
I use a combination of both methods in my classroom.

I teach Pre-K and we have a very print rich environment.
Everything is labeled. We read a lot to the children both
32 Oct 12, 2009 5:27 PM individually and in groups. I feel this is the best way at this
age to expose them to reading and writing.
There needs to be a balance. Children need to be taught
specific skills, while still being able to make some of their
33 Oct 12, 2009 5:46 PM
own choices.
The program being used by Head Start is not giving us
prepared Kg students. The reading curriculum is very
34 Oct 12, 2009 5:51 PM
demanding yet many come not recognizing the alphabet.
The first stages of reading and writing should be childcentered with picture books allowing children to make up a
story to go along with the pictures. Writing should be the
35 Oct 12, 2009 6:54 PM
same way with children spelling phonetically and drawing
pictures to go along with their print.
Stimulating interest is great, but the more they learn about
how words sound, what words mean, how they are written,
and what spelling rules apply, the more they will understand
and the more proficient they will be. It has to be a balance. It
36 Oct 12, 2009 7:43 PM
really isn't an either/or proposition; and if it is individualized
for children based on their strengths and weaknesses, reading
instruction is much more likely to turn out good readers.
37 Oct 12, 2009 7:53 PM

There needs to be a balance.

It largely depends upon the child's interest and experience in
reading and writing. Some come to preschool with reading
and writing skills, and those children may be ready for more
38 Oct 12, 2009 8:29 PM
individualized direct instruction (eg copying written names
of family members for a self-selected letter writing activity
in the writing area during work time). Others need to see lots

141

#

Response Date

Comments regarding stages of reading statement
of pictures and written words, to hear lots of stories, to
extend their vocabularies, and to "test the waters" of literacy,
especially if they come from less literate backgrounds.

I'm the parent of an identified gifted student who cannot
spell correctly at all. He was a gifted reader and sriter from
onset, yet failed to acheive because of spelling errors. I
remember a particular test in high school anatomy where he
39 Oct 12, 2009 10:02 PM
had to label the bones of the human body. he received a
50%. He labelled all the bones correctly, but missspelled all
of the bones.
In the early ages and preschool years, children should be
immersed in a reading/writing environment. However, once
they reach kindergarten (and maybe even towards the end of
40 Oct 13, 2009 12:45 AM
preschool) they should receive direct instruction. That is why
I chose #4.
A good reading program requires a balance of whole reading
41 Oct 13, 2009 2:08 AM and explicit instruction.
Immerse the child in print rich reading and writing, but
include healthy doses of modeling and some explicit
teaching of phonics and sight word skills. Choose a balance
42 Oct 13, 2009 10:13 AM of on level readers that are somewhat decodable, but
represent high interest and relevance rather than contrived
and silly story lines.
43 Oct 13, 2009 11:11 AM

Good PreK programs provide this kind of environment.

Children need to be taught by the teacher in order to
understand the skills for reading and writing, but they also
need unstructured time to be able to use what they are taught.
44 Oct 13, 2009 4:09 PM
Slower students need more direct supervision than high
achieving students.
The needs of every student is different and have to be met in
different ways. On the other hand, we do not want to inhibit
45 Oct 13, 2009 5:36 PM students' creativeness or their own style of learning by being
too structured all the time.
Children need both instruction and modeling as well as time
46 Oct 14, 2009 12:32 AM to practice it on their own
47 Oct 14, 2009 10:42 AM Struggling learners need more structure than others.
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Research has shown a balanced approach to literacy
48 Oct 15, 2009 1:47 AM instruction is highly effective.
most children need the structure or they tend to play and not
do the work. I agree more with letting writing be more child
49 Oct 15, 2009 7:55 AM
centered due to the fact that it is hard to write on the spot.
When students are first learning how to read, it is crucial
they receive the direct instruction. Later on, once they are
50 Oct 15, 2009 12:02 PM
proficent, instruction should be more child-centered.
Direct instruction is essential for most students to become
successful readers. However within the reading instruction,
students need to be immersed in language, books, etc.
51 Oct 15, 2009 12:29 PM Integrated instruction of reading, writing, spelling, Lang.
Arts, in my opinion, is the best way to help young children
become totally literate.
In early stages, instruction should be more structured and
teacher directed. As the student progress, that scaffold can be
52 Oct 15, 2009 12:40 PM
removed for more student lead learning.
It needs to be child-centered, but the children also need time
to explore and discover things in thier own way. If you
structure something to strictly, then you will only reach a
53 Oct 15, 2009 12:41 PM
handful of students. Children need to have some choice in
their learning. Differentiate Instruction!
54 Oct 15, 2009 12:43 PM
55 Oct 15, 2009 1:04 PM

56 Oct 15, 2009 1:39 PM
57 Oct 15, 2009 2:59 PM
58 Oct 15, 2009 5:23 PM

59 Oct 15, 2009 9:30 PM

I am of the opinion that, a child's environment and exposure
to stimulating settings are of the utmost importance.
I think there has to be a combination of both to reach the
greatest number of students. With many learning strategies,
the children differ in their abilities to learn and learning
styles.
combine both
Structure is necessary and so much of our language is not
phonemically consistent and spelling correctly doesn't JUST
HAPPEN, it needs to be instructed, corrected, and
reinforced.
Children who can't yet read do need some direct instruction
in letter recognition and letter sounds. However, at the K-2
level they still need to just learn to put letters and sounds
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60 Oct 15, 2009 9:48 PM
61 Oct 15, 2009 10:32 PM
62 Oct 15, 2009 11:30 PM
63 Oct 16, 2009 1:56 AM

64 Oct 16, 2009 3:16 PM

65 Oct 16, 2009 3:21 PM
66 Oct 16, 2009 5:28 PM

Comments regarding stages of reading statement
together so invented spelling should be encouraged. Children
can use other context clues, like pictures, that can help them
understand a story without actually reading the words. Later
on students will need more direct teacher led instruction in
order to master putting letters and sounds together to make
real words that they and others can understand.
I think kids need to be directed but given a starting point to
be creative and imaginative.
These do not have to be mutually exclusive.
I believe young children should be exposed to reading as
soon as they are born. This will develop a love for reading.
As the child gets older he/she should be involved in an
environment to explore.
It should be a beautiful combination of the two!
From my point of view I am able to see how much children
learn from a print rich environment in the preschool setting.
Although never taught directly, children acquire letter
sounds, phonemic spellings, and letter and word recognition
skills. Children are also able to learn the important concepts
of print.
Child centered, but explicitly taught is possible and effective.
Teachers teach.

I have seen the difference that explicit instruction can have
for all students especially early learners. Your question
indicates your bias when you state that child-centered is
unstructured. I don't agree. My reading program for my
students is highly structured, but very child-centered. The
67 Oct 17, 2009 11:25 AM use of explicit instruction for phomenic awareness and the
other 4 components of reading has a major impact on the
reading skills developed by young students and can be
accomplished while still providing a stimulating
reading/writing environment.
Students need to read a lot and shown the print so that the
students can see that reading and writing go hand in hand.
68 Oct 17, 2009 11:43 AM
We must model what we want and expect.
Children need a balance between these two extremes so that
69 Oct 17, 2009 1:21 PM ALL children can succeed.
A stimulating environment is key. However, students need
70 Oct 17, 2009 3:39 PM guidance and instruction to acquire reading and writing
skills. There needs to be a balance.
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I feel that a small amount of time should be spent on direct
71 Oct 17, 2009 4:02 PM instruction--15 min per day.
I use multiple approaches with direct and indirect instruction
72 Oct 17, 2009 6:11 PM . I think they are both important.
Both are important and it depends on the learning styles of
73 Oct 17, 2009 6:20 PM the child.
I teach Pre-K and feel they need to develop a love of reading
74 Oct 17, 2009 9:17 PM but still need some adult direction at the early stages.
I believe a child's reading and writing instruction should
target a child's central needs, as well as cover all the general
75 Oct 17, 2009 10:43 PM
basics of the curriculums.
yOU HAVE TO WIDE OF A GAP IN THE ABILITIES OF
CHILDREN COMING INTO KINDERGARTEN. sOME
CAN WRITE THEIR NAMES OTHERS HAVE NO IDEA.
SOME KONW THE LETTERS OF THE ALPHABET AND
SOME DON'T. i THINK WE NEED TO REACH OUT TO
THE CHILDREN THAT HAVE HAD NO EXPOSURE TO
BOOKS AND WRITING BEFORE THEY ARE 5. iF WE
ARE GOING TO TEACH READING AND WRITING IN
KINDERGARTEN THEN MAYBE PRESCHOOL
SHOULD BE MANDATORY. tHERE IS CERTAINLY NO
LEVEL PLAYING FIELD IN KINDERGARTEN AND
76 Oct 17, 2009 11:55 PM
THERE ISN'T IN FIRST GRADE. nO CHILD LEFT
BEHIND EXISTS BEFORE THEY COME TO
KINDERGARTEN. bUT SHOULDN'T YOU BE
ALLOWED TO BE A CHILD AND HAVE FUN INSTEAD
OF GOING TO SCHOOL WHEN YOU ARE 4. wE
EXPECT TO MUCH OUT OF THE KIDS AND WE
EXPECT NOTHING FROM THE PARENTS. tHERE ARE
MORE UNEDUCATED PARENTS OUT THERE THAN
EDUCATED PARENTS. iF YOU AREN'T EDUCATED
THEN HOW CAN YOU HELP YOUR CHILD???
Young is an undefined term. They should be exposed to a
print rich and literature filled environment at home. If not, as
77 Oct 18, 2009 12:52 AM soon as they begin public schooling. They need direct
instruction in order to learn to read and write properly.
78 Oct 18, 2009 11:31 AM Your brightest children are going to learn to read and write
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in spite of what teachers do. Your average learners need
guided instruction. Your lowest learners must have daily
explicit phonics and word study instruction to be a successful
reader.

Young children need direct instruction as to what to do then
they can use their imagination as to what to what topic to
79 Oct 18, 2009 2:51 PM
write about.
Beginning readers and writers should be allowed freedom to
explore reading and writing without constraint but require
80 Oct 18, 2009 6:56 PM
direct and explicit instruction to gain skills and strategies.
Enjoying reading and being interested in reading is vital for a
81 Oct 18, 2009 7:14 PM child to want to read and write.
I've been incorporating aspects of The Daily 5 by Gail
Boushey and Joan Moser, in order to foster literacy
independence in the classroom. It's focus is to instill literacy
82 Oct 19, 2009 12:15 AM
habits that allow for independent work with little or no
teacher supervision.
A child can be immersed in a stimulating environment that
has a certain amount of teacher- direction. Both are
83 Oct 19, 2009 1:37 AM
important.
A well balanced approach, with repetitive review in all
84 Oct 19, 2009 3:10 AM aspects of reading/writing is the best.
The first stages of reading for most children need to be
highly structured. There are those rare cases where children
can read the words but lack comprehension. comprehension
85 Oct 19, 2009 10:29 AM
must be a major part of the instruction, even at the beginning
stages.
Both immersion and direct instruction are essential to teach
children to read and write. children come to school with
86 Oct 19, 2009 12:31 PM different degrees of exposure to literacy so a program must
be tailored to reach individual needs.
I feel that this is not a correct continuum. Children can be
immersed in a reading/writing environment and still receive
87 Oct 19, 2009 12:51 PM direct instruction in the components of reading. As a matter
of fact, I feel that these two things are essential. If, by
immersion, you are referring to the whole language concept
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88 Oct 19, 2009 12:57 PM

Comments regarding stages of reading statement
that gives no phonics instruction then I totally disagree with
that type of organization for the classroom.
Should be a combination of both

Children learn best when they are interested and motivated.
Exposing them to varied reading situations and giving them
ample opportunities to use writing utensils is, in my
89 Oct 19, 2009 2:02 PM
opinion,the best practice for teaching reading and writing
skills.
Children should be exposed to many types of literature
through reading and language orally from the teacher...then
gradually allow them to read-write on their own with
90 Oct 19, 2009 4:08 PM
inventive spelling. The teacher can then identify the ability
level of a child and begin to direct teach the writing process.
In our school, there is too much "moving around" that's
distracts the students from what was directly
taught.EX.Circle time reviewing sounds and word, then
91 Oct 19, 2009 4:20 PM
move back to your seat to find the words ,then try to
remember the sounds that the teacher made1
I chose this answer for those average and below average
students. For those who seem to be "natural" readers, I
92 Oct 19, 2009 4:23 PM
would chose the other end of the spectrum.
Children who have a literacy rich environment are more
93 Oct 19, 2009 5:54 PM open to learning to read and write.
I think you have to have a balanced approach and use both
94 Oct 19, 2009 7:58 PM for young children.
Teaching first grade I try to have an activity that directly
involves a hands on experience with the written text so the
95 Oct 19, 2009 8:35 PM
kids can see the story in their environment
I agree the instruction should be organized and teacher led,
however, I also see the importance in allowing the child to
have unstructured "free reading time" where he/she can look
at books, "play" using his/her own invented spelling, dress
96 Oct 19, 2009 10:48 PM
up as a character, act out a story,etc. If the teacher instructs
the child in an environment which allows stimulating
reading/writing activities (centers), then the child will do
more of his/her own child centered unstructured activities
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that mimic what was taught.

Students must have sequential phonemic awareness
activities. I support the Response to Intervention program
97 Oct 20, 2009 1:09 AM that is practiced in WV schools. Research supports that it
works.
Children learn from language used throughout the day.
98 Oct 20, 2009 6:13 PM

Children learn what they see and hear.

Children need to be given various graphic organizers to
99 Oct 21, 2009 11:26 AM enable them to organize their thoughts.
Blanket statements about early literacy are difficult in that
100 Oct 21, 2009 2:40 PM each child is different and learning styles are also different.
Children who are exposed to writing at an early age learn to
make meaning from print ex. two year old has learned to
read animal names because his older sister draws animals
101 Oct 21, 2009 8:21 PM
and writes their name under them. He is now able to read
some animal names in isolation.
You have to immerse children in print! Some of the
instruction I feel should be direct instruction and planned but
also some should happen due to students being immerse in
102 Oct 22, 2009 5:24 PM reading and language. If children do not like reading and
attend to it then they will have a more difficult time learning
to read. Reading is essential for life.
103 Oct 23, 2009 11:58 AM

I believe there needs to be a high degree of both.

I feel that both steps are extremely important. Immersing the
child in the stimulation environment helps to motivate and
104 Oct 23, 2009 1:53 PM bring excitement. The use of direct instruction enables the
child to have the skills they need to read for comprehension.
I feel there needs to be times of both. I feel that direct
explicit teaching of phonetic rules, modeling of
105 Oct 24, 2009 12:54 AM comprehension and vocabulary strategies should be in place
ALONGSIDE emersion in rich literature.
106 Oct 24, 2009 2:43 AM

I feel it needs to be an equal mix of both.

107 Oct 24, 2009 3:57 AM Students need routine and direct instruction to become
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successful readers.

Some children are not developmently ready for highly
108 Oct 24, 2009 4:06 AM structured reading.
As a Pre-K teacher, I have a little of both. My students have
access to pencils and paper to write as they want, and books
to look at as they want. But we also do a daily reading lesson
109 Oct 24, 2009 11:06 AM
focused on one book, and I give them more structured
writing time during stations.
For young children, I feel that direct instruction is necessary
to give them the tools for reading. As they get older, they
need more time to preactice these skills and strategies. I also
110 Oct 24, 2009 1:50 PM
feel that the classroom environment should be rich in printed
material.
a classroom can be organized in a way that allows the
111 Oct 24, 2009 2:46 PM students needs to direct the instruction.
There needs to be a balance between the two, rather than one
right way. I have taught long enough to have been through
112 Oct 24, 2009 5:01 PM both extremes in prevailing wisdom, and have always found
that a balance is most successful.
Children/adults learn by doing /seeing not by
113 Oct 24, 2009 5:36 PM listening/hearing.
You need an equal part of each type of instruction. There is
114 Oct 24, 2009 11:49 PM no right way.
115 Oct 25, 2009 2:04 AM
116 Oct 25, 2009 2:56 AM

I feel that a combination of both are needed.
I love the reading /writing workshop approach.

i feel that there should be a great amount of influence in the
area of phonemic awareness taught to children to provide the
117 Oct 25, 2009 4:34 PM
basis for fluent readers
Many children learn to read before they go to school through
118 Oct 25, 2009 4:43 PM a print rich environment
Students should be given simple sentences to have success
119 Oct 25, 2009 6:52 PM writting from the beginning. Young children can be expected
to extend sentences orally and then in writing.
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120 Oct 25, 2009 9:13 PM
121 Oct 26, 2009 12:38 PM
122 Oct 26, 2009 12:58 PM

Comments regarding stages of reading statement
A balanced approach seems best.
Both ways are important to reach all students.
Students benefit from both.

I use the project approach. I also use a literacry program that
works on 4 general domains: vocabulary, narrative,
123 Oct 26, 2009 1:03 PM
phonological awareness and print knowledge.
Open court reading is based on intense direct instruction. I
124 Oct 26, 2009 1:45 PM have taught open court for years with great results.
I have found that a balanced approach works best. When my
class was more student-centered. I found that the students
didn't transfer the skills that were practiced and reinforced in
125 Oct 26, 2009 1:48 PM the centers. Their brains aren't quite ready for synthesis yet,
so it's best to use centers as a reinforcer after the skills have
been explicitly and directly taught and practiced.
After having taught for over 33 years in the primary block,
and after having run the gamut of reading instruction from
whole-language to explicit phonics, my experience tells me
that for the average student direct instruction in explicit
phonics and component skills has been more successful. The
whole language/immersion idea works for brighter students
who are highly motivated to learn, but many of my students
126 Oct 26, 2009 1:57 PM
drowned in this "swim or sink" approach. The most recent
reading program instituted by my county has been the most
successful that I have experienced in my entire career. It
applies direct instruction in all the component skills, and the
children are extremely excited about their ever-increasing
reading and writing abilities.
Children need ot be immersed in reading and writing
opportuitities and it is the responsibility of the teacher to
127 Oct 26, 2009 4:06 PM provide these opportunitieis so they seek direct assistance for
improving their skills.
I feel teacher directed is the best way to teach small children
how to read. Once they have acquired those beginning skills,
128 Oct 26, 2009 5:08 PM
they can then be successful with independent work.
129 Oct 26, 2009 5:50 PM An immersion in a reading/writing environment is important,
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130 Oct 26, 2009 6:34 PM

Comments regarding stages of reading statement
however, direct instruction on the component skills goes
hand in hand
There needs to be structure.

For the FIRST stages, in preschool, the children would
benefit greatly from a stimulating print- and language-rich
131 Oct 26, 2009 7:18 PM environment. The adult models and explains how to
write/read and the important "rules" for reading and writing.
Invented spelling-leads to greater freedom when children are
writing. If possible, children should read and write EVERY
132 Oct 26, 2009 8:43 PM
DAY. We do Journals for writing activities.
For preschoolers and kindergarteners, immersing the child in
a stimulating reading/writing environment is key. By first
133 Oct 26, 2009 10:33 PM
grade more direct instruction is necessary.
lAs a preschool teacher, I feel my job is to immerse children
in a literacy rich environment and let them determine how
134 Oct 26, 2009 11:29 PM
ready they are to move from one step to the next.
Children need direct instuction and to be the reading
strategies... however they learn from each other when
135 Oct 27, 2009 1:22 PM working in small groups of children also... I think both ways
are VERY benificial to most children.
136 Oct 27, 2009 8:14 PM

I think that you need both.

Both are essential in order to reach all children's needs in
137 Oct 27, 2009 9:20 PM learning to read and write.
Reading should be highly structured with phonemic
awareness, phonics, vocab, comprehension. Spelling should
correlate with the reading skills being developed ie: short a
138 Oct 27, 2009 11:52 PM
reading with short a spelling words. Writing needs to be
guided by the teacher or most would choose not to do it.
There should be a balance between the two... but, young
children do not learn well when the curriculum is too
139 Oct 28, 2009 12:47 PM
structured and controlled.
140 Oct 28, 2009 8:25 PM

More learning takes place if the child is actively involved.

141 Oct 28, 2009 10:58 PM A balance of teaching styles to meet the variety of learning
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styles is necessary. Young children need direct instruction to
move into child-centered activities.

In prek this a print rich environment and regular time to be
142 Oct 30, 2009 1:02 AM read to is important.
Teacher directly teaching skills followed by opportunities for
143 Nov 1, 2009 11:57 PM practice
Children need to be immersed in a stimulating environment
but instructed in skills to best learn how to use the
144 Nov 10, 2009 4:59 PM opportunity.

145 Nov 11, 2009 5:27 PM

The program needs a good balance of both.

While teaching young children, there are so many
opportunities to find interest and build on where the child is
146 Nov 20, 2009 2:10 PM beginning to read and write. We are surrounded by
opportunities to instruct children to be proficient learners.
I believe there should be a balance between the child being
147 Dec 24, 2009 1:56 AM entirely immersed and direct instruction from the teacher.
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APPENDIX H
Results of Agreement Ratings for Belief and Implementation of Descriptor Items
1. There is very little difference between the skills needed by beginning readers and those used by proficient readers.

answered question

423

Response
Count

1 - Very High

2 - High

3 - Moderate

4 - Low

5 - Very Low

Level of
Agreement

11.6% (49)

23.5% (99)

19.0% (80)

25.7% (108)

20.2% (85)

421

Degree of
Influence

25.9% (107)

37.8% (156)

23.7% (98)

8.2% (34)

4.4% (18)

413

2. Children learn to read in the same natural way that they acquire oral and aural language skills.

answered question

423

Response
Count

1 - Very High

2 - High

3 - Moderate

4 - Low

5 - Very Low

Level of
Agreement

6.7% (28)

19.7% (83)

34.4% (145)

31.1% (131)

8.1% (34)

421

Degree of
Influence

12.6% (52)

33.3% (137)

41.0% (169)

10.9% (45)

2.2% (9)

412

3. Devoting specific time to word study in isolation is undesirable since this practice decontextualizes a component skill of language.

answered question

423

Response
Count

1 - Very High

2 - High

3 - Moderate

4 - Low

5 - Very Low

Level of
Agreement

5.2% (22)

13.2% (56)

28.6% (121)

37.8% (160)

15.1% (64)

423

Degree of
Influence

10.2% (43)

23.9% (101)

39.2% (166)

20.8% (88)

5.9% (25)

423
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4. Teachers should select books for children to read based on the difficulty level of the text.

answered question

423

Response
Count

1 - Very High

2 - High

3 - Moderate

4 - Low

5 - Very Low

Level of
Agreement

25.1% (106)

36.9% (156)

24.6% (104)

9.2% (39)

4.3% (18)

423

Degree of
Influence

23.6% (100)

39.7% (168)

27.2% (115)

6.1% (26)

3.3% (14)

423

5. Learning to read should involve attending closely to the print on the page.

answered question

423

Response
Count

1 - Very High

2 - High

3 - Moderate

4 - Low

5 - Very Low

Level of
Agreement

22.5% (95)

40.7% (172)

27.7% (117)

7.8% (33)

1.4% (6)

423

Degree of
Influence

22.5% (94)

40.7% (170)

29.9% (125)

6.0% (25)

1.0% (4)

418

6. Flashcard drill should be used to build up children's sight vocabularies.

answered question

423

Response
Count

1 - Very High

2 - High

3 - Moderate

4 - Low

5 - Very Low

Level of
Agreement

16.1% (68)

30.0% (127)

34.5% (146)

15.1% (64)

4.3% (18)

423

Degree of
Influence

15.4% (65)

31.7% (134)

34.5% (146)

13.9% (59)

4.5% (19)

423
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7. Beginning readers should be taught phonic skills.

answered question

423

Response
Count

1 - Very High

2 - High

3 - Moderate

4 - Low

5 - Very Low

Level of
Agreement

60.3% (255)

31.0% (131)

8.0% (34)

0.5% (2)

0.2% (1)

423

Degree of
Influence

58.6% (248)

30.3% (128)

9.9% (42)

0.7% (3)

0.5% (2)

423

8. Graded reading schemes using controlled vocabulary should be used in classrooms.

answered question

423

Response
Count

1 - Very High

2 - High

3 - Moderate

4 - Low

5 - Very Low

Level of
Agreement

7.6% (32)

26.5% (112)

48.5% (205)

13.9% (59)

3.5% (15)

423

Degree of
Influence

7.8% (33)

26.7% (113)

46.6% (197)

13.7% (58)

5.2% (22)

423

9. Direct teaching of phonics is unnecessary as children learn all they need to know about the alphabetic code by being helped with their
daily reading and writing activities and by observing others.

answered question

423

1 - Very High

2 - High

3 - Moderate

4 - Low

5 - Very Low

Response
Count

Level of
Agreement

1.4% (6)

3.5% (15)

10.4% (44)

34.5% (146)

50.1% (212)

423

Degree of
Influence

14.9% (63)

18.7% (79)

14.9% (63)

26.5% (112)

25.1% (106)

423
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10. Sight vocabulary learned in isolation transfers to text reading.

answered question

423

Response
Count

1 - Very High

2 - High

3 - Moderate

4 - Low

5 - Very Low

Level of
Agreement

8.0% (34)

27.7% (117)

38.8% (164)

20.1% (85)

5.4% (23)

423

Degree of
Influence

10.9% (46)

29.6% (125)

38.5% (163)

15.4% (65)

5.7% (24)

423

11. Proficient readers pay very little attention to the details of print when reading.

answered question

423

Response
Count

1 - Very High

2 - High

3 - Moderate

4 - Low

5 - Very Low

Level of
Agreement

3.5% (15)

20.1% (85)

27.9% (118)

31.9% (135)

16.5% (70)

423

Degree of
Influence

9.2% (39)

22.7% (96)

38.5% (163)

20.3% (86)

9.2% (39)

423

12. For effective learning, literacy programs should be organized to allow for the specific study of separate skills such as comprehension,
word recognition and phonics.

answered question

423

Response
Count

1 - Very High

2 - High

3 - Moderate

4 - Low

5 - Very Low

Level of
Agreement

26.5% (112)

39.0% (165)

20.6% (87)

10.2% (43)

3.8% (16)

423

Degree of
Influence

27.4% (116)

39.7% (168)

22.0% (93)

8.3% (35)

2.6% (11)

423
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13. Children learn to spell in the same natural way that they acquire oral language skills.

answered question

423

Response
Count

1 - Very High

2 - High

3 - Moderate

4 - Low

5 - Very Low

Level of
Agreement

3.5% (15)

14.2% (60)

39.5% (167)

32.4% (137)

10.4% (44)

423

Degree of
Influence

6.4% (27)

21.5% (91)

43.3% (183)

21.3% (90)

7.6% (32)

423

14. Teachers should choose the words children need to learn to spell.

answered question

423

Response
Count

1 - Very High

2 - High

3 - Moderate

4 - Low

5 - Very Low

Level of
Agreement

8.3% (35)

26.5% (112)

40.4% (171)

20.1% (85)

4.7% (20)

423

Degree of
Influence

8.0% (34)

23.6% (100)

46.8% (198)

16.1% (68)

5.4% (23)

423

15. Teachers should regularly test spelling.

answered question

423

Response
Count

1 - Very High

2 - High

3 - Moderate

4 - Low

5 - Very Low

Level of
Agreement

12.3% (52)

33.1% (140)

36.6% (155)

14.2% (60)

3.8% (16)

423

Degree of
Influence

13.7% (58)

29.8% (126)

35.7% (151)

14.7% (62)

6.1% (26)

423

16. The use of spelling lists is essential for learning how to spell.

answered question

423
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16. The use of spelling lists is essential for learning how to spell.

Response
Count

1 - Very High

2 - High

3 - Moderate

4 - Low

5 - Very Low

Level of
Agreement

5.0% (21)

20.3% (86)

43.5% (184)

22.0% (93)

9.2% (39)

423

Degree of
Influence

6.4% (27)

23.2% (98)

43.0% (182)

17.7% (75)

9.7% (41)

423

17. Children’s use of invented spelling reinforces bad habits.

answered question

423

Response
Count

1 - Very High

2 - High

3 - Moderate

4 - Low

5 - Very Low

Level of
Agreement

5.4% (23)

9.5% (40)

26.2% (111)

35.9% (152)

22.9% (97)

423

Degree of
Influence

9.2% (39)

16.5% (70)

33.3% (141)

25.3% (107)

15.6% (66)

423

18. Words learned in spelling lists are generally transferred successfully to children’s writing.

answered question

423

Response
Count

1 - Very High

2 - High

3 - Moderate

4 - Low

5 - Very Low

Level of
Agreement

3.5% (15)

18.0% (76)

41.6% (176)

27.9% (118)

9.0% (38)

423

Degree of
Influence

6.1% (26)

20.1% (85)

44.7% (189)

19.9% (84)

9.2% (39)

423

19. Spelling is best learned incidentally through regular reading and writing activities.
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19. Spelling is best learned incidentally through regular reading and writing activities.

answered question

423

Response
Count

1 - Very High

2 - High

3 - Moderate

4 - Low

5 - Very Low

Level of
Agreement

8.7% (37)

34.8% (147)

34.3% (145)

17.0% (72)

5.2% (22)

423

Degree of
Influence

10.9% (46)

33.1% (140)

37.6% (159)

14.9% (63)

3.5% (15)

423

20. Spelling involves careful listening to sounds within words.

answered question

423

Response
Count

1 - Very High

2 - High

3 - Moderate

4 - Low

5 - Very Low

Level of
Agreement

18.0% (76)

44.7% (189)

29.1% (123)

6.1% (26)

2.1% (9)

423

Degree of
Influence

18.7% (79)

40.0% (169)

31.9% (135)

6.6% (28)

2.8% (12)

423

21. Young children’s phonemic awareness skills predict their ability to learn to spell in the early years.

answered question

423

Response
Count

1 - Very High

2 - High

3 - Moderate

4 - Low

5 - Very Low

Level of
Agreement

22.0% (93)

43.0% (182)

26.2% (111)

7.1% (30)

1.7% (7)

423

Degree of
Influence

20.8% (88)

41.6% (176)

27.2% (115)

8.0% (34)

2.4% (10)

423

22. Learning to spell depends almost entirely upon vision (e.g. look-cover-write-check) rather that attending to the sounds within words.

answered question

423
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22. Learning to spell depends almost entirely upon vision (e.g. look-cover-write-check) rather that attending to the sounds within words.

Response
Count

1 - Very High

2 - High

3 - Moderate

4 - Low

5 - Very Low

Level of
Agreement

0.7% (3)

6.1% (26)

23.9% (101)

52.5% (222)

16.8% (71)

423

Degree of
Influence

5.0% (21)

10.4% (44)

32.2% (136)

40.7% (172)

11.8% (50)

423

23. Specific time each week should be devoted to the explicit teaching of spelling.

answered question

423

Response
Count

1 - Very High

2 - High

3 - Moderate

4 - Low

5 - Very Low

Level of
Agreement

6.4% (27)

31.0% (131)

38.8% (164)

19.9% (84)

4.0% (17)

423

Degree of
Influence

6.9% (29)

28.6% (121)

40.0% (169)

16.1% (68)

8.5% (36)

423

24. There is an important place for direct instruction in spelling in the early school years.

answered question

423

Response
Count

1 - Very High

2 - High

3 - Moderate

4 - Low

5 - Very Low

Level of
Agreement

14.7% (62)

33.3% (141)

35.9% (152)

12.5% (53)

3.5% (15)

423

Degree of
Influence

12.5% (53)

31.4% (133)

39.7% (168)

10.9% (46)

5.4% (23)

423
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APPENDIX I
Belief Statements about Literacy Development in Young Children.
1. There is very little difference between the skills needed by beginning readers and those used by
proficient readers. *
2. Children learn to read in the same natural way that they acquire oral and aural language skills. *
3. Devoting specific time to word study in isolation is undesirable since this practice decontextualizes a
component skill of language. *
4. Teachers should select books for children to read based on the difficulty level of the text. **
5. Learning to read should involve attending closely to the print on the page. **
6. Flashcard drill should be used to build up children's sight vocabularies. **
7. Beginning readers should be taught phonic skills. **
8. Graded reading schemes using controlled vocabulary should be used in classrooms. **
9. Direct teaching of phonics is unnecessary as children learn all they need to know about the alphabetic
code by being helped with their daily reading and writing activities and by observing others. *
10. Sight vocabulary learned in isolation transfers to text reading. **
11. Proficient readers pay very little attention to the details of print when reading. *
12. For effective learning, literacy programs should be organized to allow for the specific study of separate
skills such as comprehension, word recognition and phonics. **
13. Children learn to spell in the same natural way that they acquire oral language skills. *
14. Teachers should choose the words children need to learn to spell. **
15. Teachers should regularly test spelling. **
16. The use of spelling lists is essential for learning how to spell. **
17. Children‘s use of invented spelling reinforces bad habits. **
18. Words learned in spelling lists are generally transferred successfully to children‘s writing. **
19. Spelling is best learned incidentally through regular reading and writing activities. *
20. Spelling involves careful listening to sounds within words. **
21. Young children‘s phonemic awareness skills predict their ability to learn to spell in the early years. **
22. Learning to spell depends almost entirely upon vision (e.g. look-cover-write-check) rather than
attending to the sounds within words. *
23. Specific time each week should be devoted to the explicit teaching of spelling. **
24. There is an important place for direct instruction in spelling in the early school years. **
*

―Bottom Up‖ Model Practices.

**

―Top-Down‖ Model Practices.
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Appendix J
Frequencies for First Stages of Writing
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APPENDIX K
Frequencies Across Very Low and Very High Levels of Constraint
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